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Abstract
A SURVEY OF PROGRAM PROVISIONS FOR
GIFTED STUDENTS IN VIRGINIA
by
Joseph R. White
The purpose of this study was to obtain information on program provi
sions for gifted students in Virginia. Characteristics of an adequate
program for the gifted were ascertained through use of a gifted program
evaluation model developed by Joseph S. Renzulli and Virgil S. Ward entitled
Diagnostic and Evaluative Scales For Differential Education For The Gifted,
^ E s £>EG.h The review of literature indicated that DESDEG provided a structural framework in the analysis of programs for gifted students.
The descriptive survey method of research was used to conduct the
study. The instrument utilized for this study was a questionnaire/opinionnaire developed around the five key features of programs for the gifted and
the fifteen program requirements deemed as central subdivisions for program
evaluation in DESDEG, and a review of related literature.
The survey instrument was mailed to a population of 135 contact
persons responsible for completing forms used in requesting Virginia state
reimbursement to school divisions in providing programs for gifted students.
All school divisions in Virginia were represented by the 135 contact persons.
Each individual in the population was asked to complete the survey instru
ment questionnaire/opinionnaire in relation to the existing program for the
gifted in his or her school division. A total of 119 contact persons, 88.1
percent, responded to the instrument.
The six research questions of the study provided information regarding
the extent to which program provisions for the gifted in Virginia have been
met. Virginia school divisions did not have extensive funding of programs
for gifted students. Only 4.2 percent of responses indicated local school
division expenditures of more than twenty percent of general per pupil cost
on gifted students. The identification of the gifted was the strongest fea
ture of programs for the gifted in Virginia. The role of the teacher of the
gifted was not articulated and distinguished in the local school divisions.
One source of data indicated that only 49.5 percent of the divisions placed
emphasis on teachers of the gifted. Curricular offerings for the gifted
program were not adequate and needed further development according to 76.4
percent of responses. Approximately 46 percent of the responses indicated
that the personnel organization of the gifted program consisted of a group
of persons who exercised informal leadership. Program prototypes were
emphasized in 52.9 percent of the responses. The need for a minimum gifted
program developed by the Virginia State Department of Education with corre
sponding alternatives and ranges of activities within the program was
expressed by respondents.
i.ii

An interpretation of data presented in this study indicated that
program provisions for the gifted in Virginia's school divisions were in
various stages of development and implementation. The conclusions drawn
as a result of the study were summarized as follows:
1. Virginia school divisions did not have adequate funding of pro
grams for gifted students.
2. More direct assistance from the Virginia State Department of
Education was needed at the local level in gifted program formulation
and establishment.
3. There was
some evidence that programs forthe gifted were viewed
as not in needof special provisions when compared to programs for
vocational and low
achieving students.
4. There was
a discrepancy between the perception of program
emphasis
on curriculum and the actual emphasis in program operation.
5. Programs for the gifted were not offered at all grade levels
within each school division.
6. There was a discrepancy between the high ranking of the teacher
as a program requirement, the criteria used for teacher selection, and
the emphasis placed on the teacher of the gifted.
7. In-service needs of instructional personnel for the gifted needed
to be reviewed for the appropriateness of objectives and strategies.
8. Program prototypes and the organizational structure of programs
for the gifted needed additional emphasis.
9. A written plan for the gifted program together with a systematic
plan of evaluation was not available in many local school divisions.
10. Program awareness needed to be greatly expanded.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
Gifted students are said to be educationally handicapped, if. hot
allowed the educational process for release of their potential abilities.
Recently in Pennsylvania, local school division officials expressed
anxiety concerning a proposed mandate that would allow parents of gifted
children to file suit against school districts that failed to provide
adequate educational opportunities for these children.

Those who filed

suits on behalf of the gifted usually found some judicial sympathy and
therefore, growing legal precedents.

Public education was a mass

enterprise and was normally directed toward those students with average
mental abilities.

The regular school curriculum often did not provide

the appropriate learning experiences and environment which challenged
the gifted student and allowed him to reach his full potential.* One
had only to observe a kindergarten class and see the enthusiasm shown
by the students in learning new ideas and practices.

Unfortunately,

this enthusiasm often declined in the formal education process.

In

many instances, the gifted student did not experience an education
appropriate to his abilities.
The following story of a first grader was not an uncommon condition
in the nation's schools.

Although the story had a seemingly happy ending,

the possibility existed for strong negative feelings to be displayed
toward the school as a formal site of learning and on learning itself
by the child.

^Aaron D. Gresson and David G. Carter, Sr., "Equal Educational
Opportunity for the Gifted," NOLPE School Law Journal, VI (1976), 145-154.
1

2
Arnold was reading canprehendingly at third-grade level
when he entered school at the conventional age of six. His
first-grade teacher, believing in "peerness" and togetherness,
not only started all her children off with reading readiness
instruction but continued to lceep all the children together
in their reading work. The parents, observing the child's
loss of interest in reading at home sought to motivate him
to continue in his voluntary and largely independent reading.
When he told them what the situation was at school, they
suggested that he seek an opportunity to go to the school
library and read more interesting materials. Such permission
was denied the child, and he was told to read the assigned
first-grade material--which he had read, at least a year
before, two or three times in order to "become more familiar
with it." His behavior in school became increasingly
maladaptive until he had to be sent to the principal on
account of his aggressive nonconformity. Because of his
increasing aggressive behavior at home, the parents took
him to a competent school psychologist. After examining
the situation, the psychologist helped the school personnel
work out an educational adjustment, and within two months
the child became much happier and better adjusted both in
school and at home.2
What was to prevent Arnold from meeting similar obstacles in his
subsequent years of public education unless the school provided him with
encouragement and a planned program for the gifted? Harold C. Lyon, former
Director of Education for the Gifted and Talented in the U. S. Office of
Education, stated that the gifted child, when prevented from moving ahead
by the rigidity of the typical school setting with its noimal school
procedures, could often be placed into one of the following three
categories:

Cl) a state of lethargy and complete apathy; (2) a condition

where the child conceals his ability so that he will not embarrass others
or risk being ridiculed.by others for his outstanding performance; or (3)
the child becomes a discipline problem out of frustration.^

2t . Ernest Newland, The Gifted in Socioeducational Perspective
(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hail, 1976), p. 3.
^Harold C. Lyon, "The Other Minority," Learning, II (January, 1974),
65.

The Virginia State Board of Education adopted standards of quality
for public schools in Virginia during 1971 as required by the new
Constitution of Virginia.

The standards were revised and enacted by the

Virginia General Assembly for the biennium beginning July 1, 1972.

Under

the Standards of Quality for the 1972-74 biennium, each locality was
♦

required to identify its gifted and talented students.

For the 1974-76

biennium, each school division was to provide special services acceptable
to the Virginia State Board of Education designed to enrich the educational
experiences of gifted and talented students.

Each locality or school

division received an additional state payment for each student in average
daily membership who qualified for and who was enrolled in a program for
gifted and talented students.

The number of students for whom reimbursement

to a school division was made could not exceed three percent of the total
number of students in average daily membership in the division.

The

payment during each year of the 1978-80 biennium to the local school
division was fifty dollars per eligible student.^
The Problem
Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study was to survey program provisions for gifted
students in Virginia based on the discrete categories of key features and
progTam requirements as developed by Joseph S. Renzulli and Virgil S. Ward,
and to ascertain the extent to which program provisions for the gifted in
Virginia have been met.

Superintendents' Memorandum #7166, July 30, 1974, Richmond:
State Department of Education.

Virginia
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Significance of the Problem
Virginia school divisions have been mandated by the General Assembly
and the Virginia State Board of Education to provide program provisions for
gifted students since July 1, 1972.

Very limited data were required of

local school divisions in reporting on gifted program activities.

The

Virginia State Department of Education did not require any evaluation of
programs for the gifted thus it was impossible to determine if differentiated
educational programs for the gifted existed in Virginia.

Data on provisions

for the gifted could greatly assist current and future program planning by
educators for gifted students in Virginia.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to obtain information on program
provisions for gifted students in Virginia.

The study was prompted by the

lack of available information on such programs.

As a part of this study,

characteristics of an adequate program were ascertained through use of a
gifted program evaluation model developed by Joseph S. Renzulli and Virgil
S. Ward entitled "Diagnostic and Evaluative Scales For Differential
Education For The Gifted (DESDEG)" and through a review of related
literature.
Limitations
The study was limited'.in'the following manner:
1.

The gifted program evaluation model developed by Joseph S. Renzulli

and Virgil S. Ward entitled "Diagnostic and Evaluative Scales For
Differential Education For The Gifted (DESDEG)" served as the guideline for
surveying programs for the gifted in Virginia.

2. The survey instrument questionnaire/opinionnaire developed and
utilized in this study was derived from the key features and program
requirements as defined in DESDEG and from a review of related literature.
3.

The survey instrument questionnaire/opinionnaire was sent to a

population of 135 contact persons responsible for completing forms used
in requesting Virginia state reimbursements to school divisions in
providing programs for gifted students.

The list of contact persons was

obtained from the Director of Special Programs for the Gifted, Virginia
State Department of Education.
Assumptions
The study was based on the following assumptions:
1.

DESDEG, as a model for gifted program evaluation, was rational in

nature and based on specific criteria according to experts in the field of
gifted education.
2. The panel of experts assembled by Joseph S. Renzulli, which
identified key features in programs foT the gifted, was a knowledgeable
group in the field of gifted education.
3.

Field testing by Joseph S. Renzulli and Virgil S. Ward of DESDEG

strengthened and solidified the model as an evaluation tool.
4. The survey instrument questionnaire/opinionnaire developed and
utilized in this study was based on a sufficient composite of program
features and characteristics to be a valid representation of gifted programs
as a whole.
5. All respondents to the survey instrument questionnaire/opinionnaire
responded with honesty, integrity, and knowledge of the program for the
gifted within their school divison.

6
Research Questions
The research questions for this study were:
1. What is the additional per pupil expenditure, other than designated
state funds, for gifted students by the school divisions?
2.

How do programs for the gifted

rank in relation to otherprograms

within the school divisions in the need for additional funding?
3. What elements of programs for the gifted found in the review of
literature are emphasized in the school divisions?
4. How do the key features in programs for the gifted developedin
DESDEG rank in order of priority in the school divisions?
5. What gifted program requirements developed in DESDEG are emphasized
in the school divisions?
6.

What assistance can the Virginia State Department of Education

provide local school divisions in programs for the gifted?
Operational Definitions
Contact Person
A professional educator at the central office level of responsibility
in the local school division who was responsible for completing forms used
in requesting Virginia state reimbursements to school divisions in providing
programs for gifted students.
DESDEG
A model for evaluation of gifted programs developed by Joseph S.
Renzulli and Virgil S. Ward, entitled "Diagnostic and Evaluative Scales For
Differential Education For The Gifted." The model was based on five program
characteristics identified as key features and served as the central

subdivisions around which program evaluation proceeded.

Within each key

feature were found program requirements which served as principles and
practices relating to key features.

(See also Chapter 2, DESDEG).

Gifted
Those students capable of high performance who required differential
educational programs and/or services beyond those normally provided by the
regular school program in order to realize their contributions to self and
society.

For the purposes of this study, talented students wore viewed as

a part of the population which included all gifted students.

(See also

Chapter 2, Identification of the Gifted).
Key Feature
The most necessary and sufficient dimensions of programs specifically
designed to meet the needs of gifted students.
Program
An activity or set of activities designed to provide students with
experiences which allowed them to reach their full potential.
Program Elements
Factors or headings of programs for the gifted which appeared
frequently in the review of related literature.

The program elements

identified in this study were the identification of the gifted,
characteristics of the gifted, teachers of the gifted, in-service for
personnel, curriculum for the gifted, development of program prototypes,
administrative responsibility, and evaluation.
served as the major divisions of Chapter 2.

The program elements
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Program Requirements
Expositions of principles and practices of differentiated education
for the gifted.
Scale Standards
Derivations of gifted program requirements in DESDEG that differen
tiated between varying degrees of program quality.
Procedures
The descriptive survey method of research was used to conduct the
study.

The instrument utilized to collect the information for this study

was a questionnaire/opinionnaire developed around the five key features of
programs for the gifted and the fifteen program requirements deemed as
central subdivisions for program evaluation in DESDEG, and a review of
related literature.
The survey instrument questionnaire/opinionnaire was mailed to a
population of 13S contact persons responsible for completing forms used
in requesting Virginia state reimbursements to school divisions in
providing programs for gifted students.

All school divisions in Virginia

were represented by the 135 contact persons.

Each individual in the

population was asked to complete the survey instrument questionnaire/
opinionnaire in relation to the existing program for the gifted in his or
her school division.
An analysis of the data was made according to percentages of response
to each item on the survey instrument questionnaire/opinionnaire to
deteimine program provisions for the gifted in Virginia.
conclusions, and recommendations were formulated.

A sunmary,
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Organization of the Study
The reporting of this study is organized into five chapters:

(1)

an introduction;. (2) a review of related literature; (3) research
methodology and procedures; (4) a data analysis and summary; and (50 the
summary, conclusions, and recoumendations; four appendixes; and a
bibliography.

Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
The review of literature was mainly concerned with obtaining an over
view of elements which generally prevailed in programs for gifted students.
Components of gifted programs which appeared quite frequently in the
literature included the identification and characteristics of the gifted,
teachers and in-service for personnel, curriculum, program prototypes,
administrative responsibility, and evaluation.

The five key features of

programs for the gifted found in DESDEG, i.e., philosophy and objectives,
student identification and placement, curriculum, teacher selection and
training, and program organization and operation were quite evident in the
review of literature.
Diagnostic and Evaluative Scales for Differential
—
Education'for the Gifted fbESDEC)-----Joseph S. Renzulli, in a dissertation entitled The Evaluation of
Programs of Differential Education For The Gifted, conducted a study to
develop a systematic process of evaluating programs of differential
education for the gifted.

He sought to determine which factors and

characteristics of programs for the gifted were considered by authorities
in the field to be the most necessary and sufficient for comprehensive
programming.

The study was completed at the University of Virginia under

the direction of Virgil S. Ward.

Appendix A contains biographies of

Joseph S. Renzulli and Virgil S. Ward.
A search of the literature pertaining to program evaluation to locate
relevant information and ideas was conducted.
10

A nationwide survey located

11
lists of criteria used to evaluate programs for the gifted.

From this

information, a comprehensive list of general features and processes, which
represented various identifiable dimensions of programs for the gifted, was
developed.

A large group of fifty-two persons who had made substantial

contributions to the field of education for the gifted was asked to
nominate from among themselves those persons they considered among them
selves to be the most qualified for judging the adequacy of educational
experiences for superior and talented students.*
The comprehensive list of general features and processes was submitted
to an agreed upon, panel of twenty-one expert judges with the request that
they (a) rank in order of importance those features which they considered
to be the most necessary for a worthy program, and (b) were to stop ranking
when they reached the number of features which would assure a program of
high quality.^
The results of the experts' findings were tabulated by means of a
pooled frequency rating technique.
assigned the rank of number one.

The most frequently chosen response was
Each rank was assigned a rank value in

order to assure that the data corresponded to increased magnitudes of
importance.

The rank values consisted of a series of numbers which were

in exact reverse order of the ranks.

The maximum number of program features

ranked by any one member of the panel of judges equalled sixteen.
value was assigned to rank one.

This rank

Rank two was assigned a rank value of

Joseph S. Renzulli, "The Evaluation of Programs of Differential
Education for the Gifted" (unpublished Ed. D dissertation, University of
Virginia, 1966), pp. 86-89.
^Renzulli, p. 89.

12
fifteen.

Accordingly, the ranking process continued until rank sixteen

was assigned a rank value of one.

The pooled frequency rating of each

program feature was expressed in terms of its total rank value.

There

were also seven write-in features submitted by various members of the
panel.

The seven essential features of programs for the gifted in rank

order of importance, as identified by Renzulli, were as follows:

[1) the

teacher; (2) the curriculum; (3) student selection procedures; (4)
philosophy and objectives; (5) staff orientation; (6) plan of evaluation;
■Z

and [7) administrative responsibility.
Renzulli developed an experimental instrument for gifted program
evaluation based upon the program characteristics identified as key
features by the expert panel of judges.

The instrument was submitted to

the same panel of judges to determine its validity and acceptance.

All

but one of the seventy-two items which constituted the program requirements
and scale standards of the instrument were found to be mainly acceptable
by upwards of 70 percent of the panel of selected judges.

The findings

lead to the conclusion that the developed instrument possessed judgmental
validity and acceptance on the part of the judges.^
DESDEG, Diagnostic and Evaluative Scales For Differential Education
For The Gifted, was a refinement of the original gifted program evaluation
instrument developed by Renzulli.

The pattern of organization of DESDEG,

as developed by Renzulli and Ward, was designed on a carefully selected
group of program variables which collectively comprised a representation
of a total gifted program.

^Renzulli, pp. 90-91.
^Renzulli, pp. 96-122.

As a result of the initial field testing of

13
the instrument, three of the initial seven key features were combined to
form one key feature.

A copy of the pattern of organization of DESDEG,

including the five key features and definitions of the fifteen program
requirements was placed in Appendix B.5
The five key features of DESDEG were the basic structural framework
used in the evaluation of programs.

There were fifteen program requirements,

two or more of which were designated under each of the five key features.
Each of the program requirements comprised an essential program practice.
The group of fifteen program requirements collectively comprised a
sufficient set of practices in a comprehensive program for the gifted.
The program requirements were expositions of certain theoretical principles
of differential education for the gifted such as were found in the litera
ture.

Each program requirement was a central concept around which a set

of five scale standards was developed to measure varying degrees of program
quality on a five interval hierarchy.

The verbal designations of ideal,

superior, coranendable, neutral, and negative were given to each set of
standard scores.

Numerical values for the verbal designations ranged from

plus three for ideal to minus one for negative.6
Each program requirement was defined in order to provide a program
evaluator with an unequivocal meaning of the concept which was evaluated.
Scale standards, with numerical values, were also defined.
standards were derivations of the program requirements.

The scale

Tliey differentiated

between varying degrees of program quality.

5Joseph S. Renzulli and Virgil S. Ward, Diagnostic and Evaluative
Scales for Differential Education for the Gifted (Storrs: University of
Connecticut, 1969), pp. 14-15.
^Renzulli and Ward, p. 13.
^Renzulli and Ward, pp. 121-150.
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Identification of the Gifted
The term "gifted" had different meanings for those with experience in
tests and measurements.

L. M. Terman indicated that an IQ of 140 on a

Stanford-Binet Test was the minimum score for a gifted individual.® C. L.
Danielson suggested an IQ score of 12S as the minimum score for students
with special artistic and mechanical talents as being gifted.^ R. L.
Thorndike viewed intelligence tests as only one means of selecting students
to be in a program for the gifted.1^ The consensus of experts in the field
of education for the gifted was that IQ ratings had to be supplemented by
other data,11
Kenneth B. Hoyt and Jean R. Hebeler reported that the United States
Office of Education identified gifted and talented children as those
capable of high performance in any or a combination of the following areas;
(1) general intellectual ability; (2) specific academic aptitude; (3)
creative or productive thinking; (4) leadership ability; (5) visual and
performing arts; and (6) psychomotor ability.12

®L, M. Terman, Measurement of Intelligence (Boston:
1916), p. 362.

Houghton Mifflin,

®C. L. Danielson, "Special Classes for Superior Children in a Far
Western City," National Elementary Principal. XLX (July, 1940), 388-396.
1®R. L. Thorndike, "Problems in Identification, Description and
Development of the Gifted," Teachers College Record, XLII (February. 1941).
402-406.
—
11J. W. Osbum and B. J. Rohan, Enriching the, Curriculum for Gifted
Children (New York: Macmillan, 1931), p. 401.
1^
Kenneth B. Hoyt and Jean R, Hebeler, eds., Career Education for
Gifted and Talented Students (Salt Lake City: Olympus, 1974),4p . 85.
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Based on the definition from the Office of Education, Harold Lyon
estimated that a minimum of 3 to 5 percent of the nation's school
population was gifted and talented.^
regard to this definition.

Two distinctions wore made in

One was the treatment of gifted and talented

children as one, i. e., no dissimilarities between the two, and the other
was the absence of an IQ score as an identifier of gifted children.
Dorothy Sisk extended the Office of Education definition of the gifted
child by stating that the leadership at the national level for the field of
gifted education was "wrestling with or looking at giftedness as an
umbrella term which would include types of giftedness but within which
there would be much overlap.nl<* Giftedness was viewed as a concept that
was much broader than solely high intelligence.

It was important to have

a definition of giftedness that served students with a variety of back
grounds.^
Ruth A. Martinson stated that early identification of gifted students
was necessary in order to encourage gifted children who entered school
with high motivation and anticipation to find the formal educational
environment stimulating.

Oftentimes such students experienced frustration

and came to regard school as uninteresting and dull.

Complete and contin

uous identification had to be emphasized throughout all grade levels.16

1^Harold C. Lyon, "The Other Minority," Learning, II {January, 1974!),
65.
14
Dorothy Sisk, Proceedings of the National Invitational Seminar on
Career Education for the Gifted and Talented (College Park, Maryland, 1973),
p. A-18.
1^Joseph S. Renzulli and Linda H. Smith, "Two Approaches to Identifi
cation of Gifted Students," Exceptional Children, XLIII {May, 19771, 512518.
*6Ruth A. Martinson, The Identification of the Gifted and Talented
(Ventura, California: Office of the Ventura County Superintendent of
Schools, 1974), p. 2.
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The assumption that gifted students can survive satisfactorily without
identification and special provisions was found to be incorrect.

Major

studies have shown that significant numbers of able students dropped out
of high school, the majority of them girls.

One study revealed that 20

percent of the most capable students did not enter college.

A major factor

in their disenchantment with education was a frustration with irrelevant
school content.

These studies revealed that the gifted child rarely

experienced an education appropriate to his abilities.*7
Numerous studies have shorn that identification of the gifted had to
include some or all of the following:

group tests of intelligence and

achievement, individual intelligence tests, creativity tests, teacher
nominations, parent information, nomination by peers, and demonstrated
achievement.

The process included all of the information which could be

gathered about a given pupil.

Much of the information was often obtained

at very little cost.
Ruth A. Martinson and Leon M. Lessinger found that group tests of
intelligence and achievement were useful in screening potentially gifted
students.

They believed they should not be used for final identification.

Such tests were designed for pupils within certain age and grade ranges.
The content of the tests suitable for students who performed at advanced
levels was often limited to a few items.

Because of the limited number of

advanced items, pupils had to achieve almost total success on the tests to
be designated as gifted.

It was not uncommon for a child's IQ to vary

thirty points from a group test to an individual test.*8

*7Martinson, pp. 13-14.
*8Ruth A. Martinson and Leon M. Lessinger, "Problems in the Identifi
cation of Intellectually Gifted Pupils," Exceptional Children, XXVI (June,
I960), 229-231.
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William D. Sheldon and George Manolakes found that group tests tended
to be higher for the below average individual and lower for the higher
level individual.

The discrepancy between group scores and individual

scores increased as the intelligence level increased.
E. P. Torrance stated that attempts to develop creativity tests were
based on a desire for measures of added human abilities and talents.
development of creativity tests was a complex problem.

The

Validity studies

were needed to determine whether high scores truly identified original
persons.

Although the question of the validity of such tests was still

unresolved, creativity tests revived interest in improving conditions
for learning.^
James J. Gallagher indicated that teachers often failed in identifying
gifted students, because they were inclined to evaluate a child in terms
of his school achievement.

In many cases boredom with school tasks allowed

the gifted child to develop poor work habits and ways of thinking.

The

teacher of the gifted student was also influenced by the personality of
the student.
ability.

It was possible for the teacher not to acknowledge the child's

Other teachers often did not have adequate standards of child

development by which to estimate his ability.

21

It was easy for educators to dismiss parental information on the
abilities of their children; however, parents had more previous contact

19William D. Sheldon and George Manolakes, "Comparison of StanfordBinet, Revised Form L and the California Test of Mental Maturity, S Form,"
Journal of Educational Psychology, XLV (June, 1954]. 499-504.
^E. P. Torrance, "Can We Teach Children to Think Creatively?" Journal
of Creative Behavior, VI (September, 1972), 114-141.
James J. Gallagher, Teaching the Gifted Child (Boston:
Bdcon, 1975), pp. 17-18.

Allyn and
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with the child than school personnel.

Some parents failed to mention

accomplishments of children to teachers.

Parents were able to provide

information on advanced abilities and knowledge which was not always
apparent to the teacher.

J. C. Jacobs conducted a study in which ho

pointed out how parents were more effective at identifying giftedness
than were teachers.

The background of the parents should be considered

in analyzing parents' assessment of their children.22
Ruth A. Martinson found that peer nomination was possible through
comments pupils made about the knowledge of others.

Many children

concealed their abilities as they conformed to classroom norms.

Nomi

nations from peers or teachers were most accurate in a learning environment
with open opportunities for the gifted student.2^
Researchers found that when school marks in the various subjects were
compared with scores on reliable and valid achievement tests, large
discrepancies were found.

Identified gifted students were found in every

school grade whose achievement in one or more subjects was rated as average
or below for the grade but whose achievement test scores showed them to be
as much as two years above their grade norms in these same subjects.
Standardized tests of achievement identified gifted students more accurately
than did demonstrated achievement.24
The identification of the gifted student was often viewed as consisting
of two parts, screening and identification.

The sum of the identification

22J. C. Jacobs, "Effectiveness of Teacher and Parent Identification of
Gifted Children as a Function of School Level," Psychology in the Schools,
VII (April, 19715, 140-142.
^Martinson, The Identification of the Gifted and Talented, p. 46.
24U. S. Senate, Subcommittee on Education, Education of the Gifted and
Talented, 92nd Cong,, 2nd Sess., March, 1972 (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1972), 25.
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process was the identified gifted student.

Regardless of the screening/

identification devicefs] used, a continuing search involving various
professionals and information on the abilities of the gifted student had
to be maintained.
James J. Gallagher summarized the conmonly used methods for identifying
gifted students together with the limitations of each method.

Teacher

observation often missed underachievers, culturally deprived children, and
children with belligerent or apathetic attitudes toward the school program.
This method needed supplementing with standardized tests of intelligence
and achievement.

The individual intelligence test was the best single

method of identifying gifted students but was expensive in use of profes
sional time and services.

Group intelligence tests were generally good

for screening but often did not identify those students with reading
difficulties, motivational problems, or cultural impoverishment.

Achieve

ment test batteries did not identify underachieving gifted students and
involved the same limitations as group intelligence tests.

Creativity

tests showed promise of identifying the divergent thinker who was overlooked
on intelligence tests; however, such tests were perhaps too narrow in scope
to be used without being supplemented by other measures.25
An effective identification procedure of gifted students‘did not rely on
a single technique but on a wide variety of criteria.

Such a procedure had

to be systematic, comprehensive, and include all children.

Identification

did not improve learning, but it was the initial step in improving the
learning environment of the gifted student.

25Gallagher, p. 17,
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The primary purpose for identifying gifted students was to determine
if a particular individual possessed extraordinary ability in one or more
areas to such an extent that his or her educational needs could not
adequately be met in the regular school program.

A second purpose served

by the identification process was to ascertain the types of program
modifications in order to accommodate the diversity of talent that was
present in a given school population.
Characteristics of the Gifted
James J. Gallagher believed that gifted students did not fall into a
single pattern or stereotype but into an infinite variety of patterns.

It

was possible to find within a group of gifted students every type of
personality defect or behavior problem.

The major difference was that

among gifted students the incidence of such deviations was lower than in
the general population.^
Good social adjustment was found to be associated with gifted children.
H. A. Carroll showed that a gifted nine year old equaled an average four
teen year old child in character development.

The gifted were also named

as leaders more often than chance would allow.

It was found that gifted

children were high in emotional stability and that there were fewer
neurotics among such groups of children in comparison with other groups.
The traits, interests, and capacities of gifted children presented
limitless possibilities for expression.^

^^Gallagher, pp. 42-43.
2?H. A. Carroll, "Intellectually Gifted Children: Their Characteristics
and Problems," Teachers College Record, XLII (December, 1940), 212-217.

L. M. Terman conducted a monumental study of gifted students which
was very influential in exploding some popular notions concerning
characteristics of the gifted.

His findings, reported by Paul Witty,

included a variety of pertinent characteristics.

The average member of

a group of gifted children was a slightly better physical specimen than
the average child.

Gifted children were also less inclined to boast or

to overstate their knowledge than were average children and generally
scored higher in tests of emotional stability than did average children.
The superiority of gifted children over average children was found to be
the greatest in reading, language usage, arithmetical reasoning, science,
literature, and the arts.28
Ruth A. Martinson found numerous learning characteristics of gifted
children in her studies.

Gifted children were characterized by their keen

powers of observation and willingness to examine the unusual in causeeffect relationships.

Such children were also creative and inventive in

nature and searched for new ways of doing things.

The need for independ

ence in work and study together with persistent, goal-directed behavior
was prevalent among gifted children.2®
Research revealed that the commonalities found in the behavioral
characteristics of the gifted crossed the boundaries of race and socio
economic status.

P. Witty and M. D. Jenkins demonstrated that black

students with high IQ's came from varying backgrounds.

28Paul Witty, The Gifted Child (Boston:
pp.

The achievement

D. C. Heath, 1951),

2 5-24.

2®Martinson, The Identification of the Gifted and Talented,
pp. 21-22.
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of the gifted black students was found to be like that of other students
and race itself was not a limiting factor in the development of the
intellect.3^ Joseph S. Renzulli stated:
There can be little doubt that our nation's largest untapped
source of human intelligence and creativity is to be found among
the vast numbers of individuals in the lower socio-economic levels,
particularly among the 20 million Black Americans.31. E. Frierson found that the major difference between gifted students
from middle and those from lower classes was in interests and attitudes,
not in physical ability or personality measurements.32 J. C. Gowan and
C. B. Bruch located the following personal factors among highly creative
teachers:

(1) energy, (2) courage, (3) mental health and absence of

neurotic traits, (4) adaptive intelligence, and (5) originality and
nonconformity instead of an authoritarian tendency.

They indicated that

such personality factors were also typical of the disadvantaged gifted
child.^
Charlotte E. Malone and William J. Moonan stated that although the
gifted student typically exhibited behaviors encompassed within a noted
set of descriptive behaviors, each child possessed a different subset of
descriptors derived from the total set of behaviors.

The gifted did not,

as individuals, embrace identical sets of behaviors, nor did the mental,

3®P. Witty and M. D. Jenkins, "The Educational Achievement of a Group
of Negro Children," Journal of Educational Psychology, XLV (November, 1934),
585-597.
31Ellen J. Fitzgerald and others, eds., Promising Practices: Teaching
the Disadvantaged Gifted (Ventura, California! Office of the Ventura County
Superintendent of Schools, 1975), p. 3.
32
E. Frierson, "Upper and Lower Status Children: A Study of Differ
ences," Exceptional Children, XXXII (October, 1965), 83-90.
33
J. C, Gowan and C. B. Bruch, "What Makes A Creative Person a Creative
Teacher?" The Gifted Child Quarterly, XI (Autumn, 1967), 157-159.
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physical, social and emotional factors of their development always progress
at the same rate.

Research on behavioral identification indicated that

descriptive behaviors of the gifted were not readily found in non-gifted
children.3^
Characteristics of Teachers of the Gifted
Sandra N. Kaplan found the teacher to be the most important element
in establishing classroom climate.

The teacher had to evaluate his own

attitude and qualifications and then he had to prepare a classroom that
would permit the desired student reactions.

In most situations, the

classroom teacher was found to be a generalist who lacked the specialized
preparation needed to work with the gifted.33
J. C. Gowan and G. D. Demos identified the effective teacher of the
gifted as more responsible, organized, with better background, more
vigorous, stimulating, resourceful and original, less threatened by
students and more able to delegate tasks to students than to give orders.^
In a study of the creative teacher it was found that the creative teacher
provided for self-initiated learning.

Such teachers established non

authoritarian learning situations in which the students were encouraged to
develop their creative thought processes.

Students were allowed

34charlotte E. Malone and William J. Moonan, "Behavioral Identification
of Gifted Children," The Gifted Child Quarterly, XIX (Winter, 197S), 303.
Sandra N. Kaplan, Providing Programs for the Gifted and Talented:
A Handbook (Ventura, California: Office of the Ventura County Superin
tendent of Schools, 1974), p. 12.
36J. C. Gowan and G. D. Demos, The Education and Guidance of the
Ablest (Springfield: Charles C. Thomas, 1964), p. 391.
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intellectual flexibility and wero encouraged to self-evaluate themselves
and their work.^
Dorothy F. Syphers studied the standards as set forth by the Council
for Exceptional Children and found that teachers of the gifted had to be
committed to the idea of differentiated education founded on an under
standing of the meaning of exceptionality and a study of the characteristics
of gifted children.

The Council recommended selecting a teacher who had a

high level of competence in at least one academic area, had studied some
topics in depth, and had insights into research methods.^® W. E. Bishop
found a highly significant relationship between teachers' attitudes toward
gifted students and their own scholastic abilities.

Thus in classes where

gifted children were performing at a notably high level, the teachers were
often bright and also performing at a high level.39
Syphers reported that the "honest I don't know-let's find out together"
response by a teacher to questions posed by students had acquired respect
ability and was considered by some to be as good as knowing the correct
response.

Such reasoning was often the justification for the assignment

of teachers to areas outside their area of competence.

Such a philosophy

was considered inappropriate in the assignment of teachers to classes of
gifted students.

Although there were times when any teacher did not know

37r . J. Hallman, "Techniques of Creative Teaching," Journal of Creative
Behavior, I (September, 1966), 325-330.
3®Dorothy F. Syphers, Gifted and Talented Children: Practical
Programming for Teachers an'J Principals (Arlington, Virginia: Ihe Council
for Exceptional Children, 1972), p. 36.
E. Bishop, Successful Teachers of Gifted High School Students
(Arlington, Virginia: The Council for Exceptional Children, 1967), pp. 4749.

25
the answers to a student's inquiry, the teacher had to be able to make
pertinent suggestions on procedures for experimentation, books, journals,
and experts in the field.40
Owenita Sander1in found that studies of successful teachers for the
gifted typically dealt with their characteristics and behavior more often
than with their specific preparation.

In general, such studies foundthe

successful teacher highly intelligent, interested in scholarly and artistic
pursuits, having a wide variety of interests, mature and unthreatened,
possessing a sense of humor, student centered, and enthusiastic for both
teaching and advanced study for themselves.41
In-Service for Personnel
T. Ernest Newland indicated that
quality of personnel involved in it.

the key to any program was the
The preparation neededto begin a

program for the gifted differed from that needed to maintainit, and much
preparation had to take place prior to program implementation.
personnel preparation had to precede program initiation.

Thus

Those individuals

selected to implement the program had to be committed to the fundamental
objectives of a program for the gifted.

Their ability to grasp the unique

needs of the gifted was of great importance.

Those individuals in

administrative positions needed preparation in both the philosophical and
psychological concepts underlying a program for the gifted and other aspects
of the total educational operation.4^

40Syphers, p. 37.
41Owenita Sanderlin, Teaching Gifted Children (New York:
1973), p. 128.
^Newland, p, 208.

A. S. Barnes,
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Ann F. Isaacs attempted to provide a basis for future planning for
the training of teachers of the gifted.

A checklist was prepared to acquire

such information and it contained the following proposed course titles:

(1)

a basic course in the psychology and education of the gifted; (2] methods
and materials for teaching the gifted; (3) learning problems of the gifted
(underachievement); (4) current research on the gifted; (5) supervised
practice teaching of the gifted; (6) maximizing creativity in the gifted;
and (7) inspiring the gifted to acquire realistic self-concepts.43
Issacs mailed two hundred and fifty questionnaires to individuals in
all states.

Respondents receiving the questionnaire included state

governors, state school superintendents, officials in state certifying
departments, and educators of the gifted.

The first three suggested

course titles cited in the preceeding paragraph remained in the same
position when the ranks were sumnated.

The fourth ranked item was

"inspiring the gifted to acquire realistic self-concepts." Maximizing
creativity was fifth ranked on the foim.

The last two items by rank order

were supervised practice teaching of the gifted and current research on
the gifted.

The culmination of this study provided guideposts for those

educators who desired to establish a curriculum of course offerings for
those preparing to teach the gifted.44
T. Ernest Newland developed a priorities list of the core elements
found in the preparation of all educational personnel involved in developing
and implementing a program for the gifted.

Newland's elements of a

preparation program for various personnel included general philosophy,

43Ann f , Isaacs, "A Survey of Suggested Preparation for Teachers of
the Gifted," The Gifted Child Quarterly, X (Summer, 1966), 72-77.
44Isaacs, pp.

72-77.
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preventive emphasis, achievement capacity, nature of concept behavior,
behavior variability, and methods and content.

According to Newland's

definitions of the elements of a preparation program for educational
personnel, general philosophy referred to a knowledge of the unique needs
of the gifted and of the total instructional program offered by a school,
Preventive emphasis was concerned with the affective domain.

Personal

feelings were directed toward the joy of learning and overall happiness.
In capacity to achieve, the preparation centered around the academic growth
of gifted students and when perceived broadly included social, emotional,
and creative areas of behavior.

The outstanding cognitive characteristic

of the gifted was the ability to generalize and conceptualize.

Thus it

was important for those working with gifted students to be able to guide
the students in higher conceptualization processes.
personnel training in concept behavior.

The process required

In preparing those \tfho would work

in a program for the gifted, training had to include a study of the
behavior of gifted students because such programs were designed for the
purpose of effecting change in student behavior.

Methods and content

referred to techniques and depth of subject matter in facilitating learning
by the gifted.^
Sandra N. Kaplan found that one of the basic in-service opportunities
for practicing teachers of the gifted consisted'of three different types of
workshops.
1.

They were as follows:
Input Workshops - Teachers were presented with information that

introduces, develops, or reinforces strategies for teaching and learning.
Outside consultants and program teachers were used.

4%ewland, pp. 209-210.
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2.

Dissemination Workshops - Teachers were provided with new

resources and materials to be used In working with gifted students.
Teachers were encouraged to share and exchange ideas.
3.

Production Workshops - Teachers produced materials, guides, and

other resources which supplemented the program.46
The literature indicated that in-service activity had to be directed
toward changing teacher behavior and teaching methods.

Coordinators of

programs for the gifted had to evaluate their staff in order to determine
the type of in-service needed.

They also had to involve teachers in the

design of the scheduled in-servicc activities.

The primary concern for

staff development was often the establishment of a core of personnel at
each school with some degree of expertise in gifted education.

It was

possible for this group to serve as instructional leaders and take an
active part in the implementation of the program.
Joseph L. French surveyed colleges across the nation and found only
sixty-four institutions offered course work in the area of the education
of the gifted.

The majority of these institutions offered only one course

with a title derived from some form of "Education of Gifted Children."
When only one course was offered, it usually centered around the dual theme
of education and psychology of gifted children.

When a second course was

offered, it was either a workshop or a course in curriculum and materials
development.

Thus instruction in the area of the gifted student was

divided between characteristics and curriculum development.

Few colleges

and universities offered more than two courses in the field.4^

^Kaplan, p. 217.
4^Joseph L. French, Where and How Are Teachers of the Gifted Being
Trained? (University Park, Pennsylvania: The Pennsylvania State University,
1966) (Mimeographed)
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Harold Lyon reported that in 1970 only twelve American universities
were training teachers at the graduate level for the gifted and talented
student.Francis A. Kamos and Emily Collins reported on a 1973 national
survey which found that only six of the fifty states and the District of
Columbia had specific requirements for gifted education.

Courscwork

requirements ranged from three to six courses on the gifted and related
areas.

Each of the six states stressed courses in the psychology of the

gifted and methods and materials for the gifted.

The results of this

survey revealed that few states had addressed themselves to the need for
the establishment of minimal certification standards for teachers of the
gifted.

Gifted education was one of the few areas in education where

teacher certification was not required by all states.

Although certi

fication requirements did not guarantee an effective education for the
gifted, it was possible to view the lack of such requirements as an
indication that gifted students were still "stepchildren" in the educational
enterprise. ^
Curriculum for the Gifted
Virgil S. Ward developed an axiomatic approach to the education of the
gifted.

He maintained that the arguments for specialized education for the

gifted centered upon two propositions:

the biological superiority of the

individual which allowed him to manage a more difficult curriculum; and the

48Harold Lyon, "Education of the Gifted and Talented," Exceptional
Children, XLIII ( N o v e m b e r , 1976), 166.
Karnes and Emily Collins, "Teacher Certification In
Gifted Education: A National Survey," The Gifted Child Quarterly, XXI
(Summer, 1977), 204-207.
^ F r a n c is

a.

so
particular functions which he was, on the whole, destined to accomplish in
the culture emphasized the need for u different curriculum.

According to

Ward, curriculum for the gifted had to require such mental processes, and
be directed toward such social functions, hut that these requirements were
impossible or undesirable for children of the generality.
Joseph P. Rice indicated that the educational program for intellectually
superior individuals should be derived from a balanced consideration of
facts, opinions based on experience, and deductions from educational
philosophy as they related to the capacities of the individuals.

Such a

program was to be relatively unique and needed to emphasize enduring methods
and sources of learning as opposed to terminal emphasis upon present states
of knowledge.

The scientific method was to be applied in the conception

and execution of the education for personal, social, and character adjustment
of the intellectually superior individual
Joan B. Nelson and Donald L. Cleland indicated that the gifted student
was often shortchanged if the school division viewed the learner as the
passive receiver of knowledge.

The gifted student's learning ability

allowed him to score highly on most standardized achievement tests which
made it appear that he was doing very well when, in fact, he was failing to
develop more than a small fraction of his potential.

Emphasis on activities

such as creative problem solving, comparing and contrasting, planning future

^Virgil S. Ward, Educating the Gifted: An Axiomatic Approach,
(Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1961), pp. 60-81.
51Joseph P. Rice, The Gifted: Developing Total Talent, (Springfield,
Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, 1970), pp. 19-20.
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activities, and evaluating experiences, aided the teacher of the gifted in
stressing the process of learning rather than the

p ro d u c t.

Walter B. Barbe and Edward C. Frierson indicated that traditionally
the teacher was concerned with the product of learning rather than the
process, i.e., the possession of knowledge rather than the projection of
knowledge.

Emphasis upon the end result created a teaching approach which

called for the presentation of subject matter in a logical progression.
Gifted students often had difficulty with this pattern of learning.

The

process oriented teacher was concerned with how gifted students learned
rather than how the material was learned by most people.

To emphasize the

learning pattern of the gifted was to foster a teaching approach which
called for the introduction of material at the exploratory level.

The

process oriented approach required a teacher who was a leamer-participant.
The absence of predetermined goals allowed the teacher to use his experience
of the learning process to involve the students in the process.^
In process oriented teaching for the gifted, as indicated above,
material was presented by the teacher at the exploratory level.

The

learning process was then determined by the student and not the teacher.
It was noted that creativity on the part of students would result from
either product oriented or process oriented teaching.

Walter B. Barbe and

Edward C. Frierson found that creative pursuits by students were, however

52joan B. Nelson and Donald L. Cleland, "The Role of the Teacher and
Creative Children," Psychology and Education of the Gifted. ed. Walter B.
Barbe and Joseph S. Renzulli (New York: Irvington Publishers, 1975), pp.
19-20.
Walter B. Barbe and Edward C. Frierson, "Teaching the Gifted: A
New Frame of Reference," Psychology and Education of the Gifted, ed.
Walter B. Barbe and Joseph S. Renzuili (New Vork: Irvington Publishers,
1975), p. 436.
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more likely to occur in process oriented teaching as it encouraged
individual direction.54
Joseph P. Rice suggested that only two elemental curriculum models
needed to be contemplated for education of the gifted:

(1) a differential

curriculum designed expressly for given talented students and built to the
requirements of high level mental processes, and (2) a supplemental
curriculum which enriched or accelerated regular curriculum emphasizing
quantitative or additive approaches.

A curriculum for the gifted had to

be built to the specifications of the intelligent mind, and such a curric
ulum presented a "model1' or tangible picture of the human mind.

It could

also serve as an operational goal for education in general on the assumption
that the entire population could increase in mental skills.55
The review of literature indicated that the gifted program coordinator
and the faculty had to decide which format for designing curriculum, among
which were guides, task cards, learning centers, learning kits, and units,
would be appropriate for the intended program.

Curriculum that was

functional and accessible was an important factor in curriculum design.
Curriculum development had to include activities which were subject-related,
process oriented, doing-centered, open-ended, and student selected.

Extreme

care was needed in writing measureable performance and process objectives
in order to determine the effectiveness of the teaching-learning experience.

54Barbe and Frierson, pp. 436-437.
55Rice, pp. 146-148.

Development of Program Prototypes
There were several different program prototypes applicable to a
program for the gifted.

A prototype was identified by the predominant use

of one element or classification over another concerning type of program.
Any program for gifted students had to be based initially on the objectives
determined for it.

L. D, Crow and A. Crow believed educators had to strive

to achieve numerous objectives in developing a program prototype that met
the needs of gifted students.

Levels of intelligence and the basic

uniqueness of talent had to be recognized in order to provide a wide
variety of learning experiences in helping students realize their full
potentials.

Such students had to be allowed a freedom of ideas and

explorations for the development of intrinsic rather than extrinsic
motivation.56
The four major program prototypes for gifted students were as follows:
(1} acceleration; [2) grouping; (3) enrichment; and (4) elective courses.
Within each prototype were various kinds of approaches to programs for the
gifted.

The program prototype selected had to be based upon a theoretical

framework as expressed in the objectives of the proposed program for the
gifted.
Acceleration
Acceleration promoted learning beyond regularly prescribed instruction.
It included activities such as advanced placement classes, tutoring, extra

56L. D. Crow and A. Crow, Educating the Academically Able
David McKay, 1963), pp. 15-16.

(New York:
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classes for extra credit, independent study, and continuous progress
curriculum.

In acceleration, the student progressed through the curriculum

more rapidly than normal.

It worked best with high achieving gifted

students who were physically and emotionally mature.
Nelson B. Henry found several major arguments in support of accel
eration.

For example, the gifted student learned more rapidly than other

students and needed to be placed in the grade which corresponded to his
maturity level rather than his chronological age.

This allowed the gifted

student to develop in a particular area at his own rate of speed.

Emotional

maladjustment was a possibility if the gifted student was not challenged in
the classroom.

The accelerated classroom provided more varied educational

opportunities in interest areas or in areas unfamiliar to the student.^
Major arguments against acceleration centered around the different
maturation rates of students.

Also when students were promoted beyond

their grade level based on chronological age, it was possible for serious
gaps to occur in the student's learning which could affect the quality of
later performance.

This was often true in skill areas where learning was

based upon sequential developments.®®
The method of acceleration chosen had to be accompanied by suitable
instructional facilitation of the pupil's learning.

If an accelerated

pupil did not benefit from the experience, failure was attributed to one
or more of three reasons:

(1) the student and his total interests were

not adequately assessed; (2) methods of instruction were not appropriate
to the acceleration; and (3) negative attitudinal factors were present.*’®

^Nelson B. Henry, Education for the Gifted (Chicago:
Chicago Press, 1958j, pp. 212-413.
CO

Henry, p. 214.
**®Newland, p. 262.

University of
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Grouping
Grouping facilitated the student's access to learning opportunities.
In grouping, segregation was the program's goal only as it applied to the
separateness of learning from the general curriculum but not as it applied
to the separation of children from children.

Examples of the various types

of grouping to be used in a program included the following:

cluster

grouping with the regular class* special regular classes, seminars, minicourses, team teaching resource room or demonstration classroom, itinerant
or resource teacher, field trips, and cultural events.
Major arguments for special grouping centered around the mutual
stimulation of outstanding students by each other which created a chal
lenging learning environment.

Also, teachers were able to plan educational

experiences more effectively for a class with a narrower range of interests.
Arguments opposing special grouping emphasized that groups composed of
gifted students created an elite population and were undemocratic.

Another

argument against grouping was that the absence of gifted students in the
regular classroom weakened the efforts, interests, and quality of learning
of other students.
Enrichment
Enrichment activities were experiences which replaced, supplemented,
or extended learning for the student.
type of program for gifted students.

It was found to be the most common
Robert F. DeHaan and Robert J.

Havinghurst identified enrichment as follows:
Simply stated, enrichment means more opportunities for the gifted
child to go deeper and more widely than the average child in his
intellectual, social, and artistic experiences. The nature of the
unusually capable student is such that effective enrichment of his
education consists not in adding more of the same content and activity
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to the program but in providing experience of greater variety
of gifts and higher level of ability. It is a matter of quality,
not quantity.60
There were two different types of enrichment:

(1) enrichment which

enabled the student to work at a more advanced level in areas that were
part of the regular curriculum and (2) enrichment which led the student
to study areas that were related to but not usually included in the regular
course of study.
J. Kough listed three questions to be considered if enrichment in the
regular classroom were to succeed:

(1) has each classroom teacher identi

fied and listed the students who are gifted?

(2) can each classroom

teacher describe the specific curriculum modification being made for
each bright youngster?

and (3) does some person have supervisory respon

sibility for the entire program?**1
Individualization of instruction and a wide range of materials were
necessary if the abilities of the gifted pupil were to be challenged.

Paul

Witty cautioned teachers not to simply give to gifted students more work of
the same kind as given to other pupils but to provide them with challenging
activities.

Gifted students, upon mastery of skills, were then to be

provided with more meaningful activities.

Teachers had to provide imagi

native guidance so that potential talents would not suffer atrophy.6^
T. Ernest Newland found enrichment to be relative, not absolute in

60Robert F. DeHaan and Robert J. Havinghurst, Educating Gifted Children
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957), p. HTH
61J. Kough, "Administrative Provisions for the Gifted," Working With
Superior Students, ed. B. Shertzer (Chicago: Science Research Associates,
156(5)', p. 89.
*^Paul Witty, The Gifted Child in the Regular Classroom (Middletown,
Connecticut: Wesleyan University, 1955), p. 92.

nature.

Hie enriching nature of an activity had to be determined in light

of the learner's psychological and educational characteristics and of his
cultural and social milieu.

Enrichment thus became primarily an individual

matter rather than a class activity.

Even though enrichment was to be

individually determined, this did not mean that gifted students could not
engage in a common enriching activity.

When enrichment was accepted as a

guiding policy for all, the actual learning experiences suitable to enrich
the education differed significantly from those experiences best suited to
average students.^
Elective Courses
Elective courses referred to those courses which allowed students to
devote school time and free time to the development of their respective
special talents.
students.

Course selection was based upon the total needs of the

Students identified as gifted in musical, artistic, or dramatic

ability had to be given more opportunity than other students in the devel
opment of their respective talents in such fields.
The concept that special provisions were needed for gifted students
was in conjunction with the broader concept that all educational programs
had to be adapted to meet the needs and abilities of all students.

The

entire social system of the school which included students, teachers, the
principal, central office staff and convnunity, had to be considered in
selecting the type of program suited for the school.

Program planning had

to include multiple criteria for and flexibility in grouping or selection
of a gifted program prototype.

63Newland, p.

282.
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John I. Goodlad and Robert H. Anderson suggested that the mere
manipulation of structure in the school did not necessarily change the
method of teaching.64 Harold C. Lyon stated that the key to educating
the gifted was no different than that for .other youngsters.

His belief

was that the individualizing of learning programs allowed the student to
find daily stimulation in the school experience.

Educators had to be

aware of the capabilities of the gifted student in order for true
individualization of learning and instruction to take place.6®
Administrative Responsibility
Much of the review of literature indicated that the gifted program
coordinator and the building principal were the key administrative personnel
in determining the quality of the gifted program.

Each had to have a deep

and firm commitment to the program and full comprehension of its purpose
and procedures.

The coordinator needed the most thorough preparation as

he was the intermediary between the administrative and supervisory staffs
and also the individual who rendered assistance directly to the teacher.
Sandra N. Kaplan found that the gifted program coordinator had the
ultimate responsibility to design, develop, coordinate, and evaluate the
program.

The coordinator had to prepare financial, statistical, and

descriptive reports needed to account for the program.

Such an individual

was to serve as a consultant and resource person to the staff, students,

64John I. Goodlad and Robert H. Anderson, Ihe Nongraded Elementary
School (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1963), pT 55^
GSLyon, The Other Minority, p.

65,
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and parents Involved with the program.

An important function of the gifted

program coordinator was the promotion of public relations activities at the
local, city or county, and state levels.66
Ivan H. Linder and Henry M. Gunn found that however olaborate the
administrative organization of a school system for improving instruction
was, this in no way absolved the principal from assuming tho major respon
sibility for the programs in his school.

The principal had the ultimate

responsibility for improving instruction.67
Karl R. Douglas, Rudyard K. Bent, and Charles E. Broadmah indicated
that the development of a program for improvement in a school was a function
in which the entire staff should participate under a democratic philosophy
of education.

Cooperative planning meant that the program for improvement

was not something which was imposed from above but that it was a plan which
teachers had helped to prepare.

Participation of the teachers in planning

tended to stimulate their interest and utilized individual abilities and
all the resources of the entire staff in the development of the program.
It furnished a powerful incentive to self-study and self-improvement.6®
Sandra N. Kaplan identified the responsibilities of the school principal
in the establishment of a program for the gifted.

The principal needed to

become knowledgeable about the unique needs of the gifted and stimulate
interest in and concern for such students.

Teachers were to be encouraged

to provide differentiated programs for the gifted in their classrooms and

66lCaplan, p. 25.
67Ivan H. Lindor and Henry M. Gunn, Secondary School Administration
(Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill, 1963), p. 22.
6®Karl R. Douglas, Rudyard K. Bent, and Charles E. Broadman, Democratic
Supervision in Secondary Schools (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1953), p. ldS.
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were to be assisted in securing appropriate instructional materials for
the gifted.

The principal also had to cooperate with district personnel

in identifying the gifted, implementing a program, and evaluating the
program. ^
William Arn and Edward Frierson found that the gifted program
coordinator faced many problems in providing a differentiated education
for the gifted.

Each coordinator had to evaluate his individual program

in conjunction with the answers to the following questions:
the values ascribed to programs for the gifted?

(1) what are

(2) what portion of the

practices within an existing gifted program are directly related to the
values described? and (3) what are the salient features of most programs
for the gifted?^
Much of the literature indicated planning was fundamental in developing,
implementing, and evaluating programs for gifted students.

The school was

composed of students, teachers, parents, administration.and coranunity.

Hie

coordinator of the gifted program had to provide leadership and continuity
if the total process was to function correctly.

The gifted program coor

dinator had to examine the needs of all gifted children within the school
division.

Many factors determined the type of gifted program implemented

at a particular school or schools. Among such factors were: (1) special
needs of children; C2) number of children; (3) size of school and staff;
(4) previous training of staff; (5) type of school; (6) financial resources;
(7) community, resources; and (8) socioeconomic level of the community.

69Kaplan, p.

25.

70william A m and Edward Frierson, "An Analysis of Programs for the
Gifted," The Gifted Child Quarterly, VIII (Spring, 1964), 4-8.
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,t

Abraham J. Tannenbaum suggested that some programs for the gifted were
started because the community demanded such programs and were willing to
pay for them in the form of higher local taxes.

He further suggested that

public clamor and educational faddism rather than recognition of the special
needs of the gifted were the driving force behind programs in same school
divisions.

Thus there was the need for leadership in helping more programs

for the gifted become self-perpetuating.^J. C. Gowan and G. D. Demos indicated that no program for the gifted
progressed without planning and a budget.

The expense of the programs

varied considerably-from district to district where such programs were in
operation.

Additional financial costs were not necessarily implied as

sometimes additional financial costs were absorbed into the regular school
budget.

If a program, however, continued beyond the experimental stage and

was.realistically geared to the special needs of gifted students, additional
costs were involved.

The major costs of a program for the gifted were

divided into the following categories:

(1) identification, including testing

and counseling; (2) curriculum adjustment, including staffing and materials;
and (3) social services, including guidance, administration, transportation,
capital outlay, secretarial help, evaluation, reporting and public rela
tions .72
J. C. Gowan and G. D. Demos found that large sums of money expended on
a program for the gifted did not necessarily insure a highly successful
result.

Interest and ability on the part of the teacher .were vital factors.

7lAbraham J. Tannenbaum, "Recent Trends in the Education of the Gifted,"
The Educational Forum, XXVI (March, 1962), 333-343.
72Gowan and Demos, pp.

42-43.
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It was conceivable that little or no expense could provide a program
superior to a costly one in another school division.

In general, however,

if a program was to meet the needs of the gifted, a substantial budget
allotment had to be made.
Evaluation
Mich of the literature indicated that in order for program evaluation
to be effective, it had to be concerned with whether or not the goals and
objectives of the program were being fulfilled.

This included the determi

nation of policies and activities that led to success or failure as well
as the provision for continuous feedback which allowed for program modifi
cation.

Performance and process objectives were deemed vital to a total

program for gifted students as they established standards for learner
outcomes and the person responsible for the activities which affected the
performance of the learner.

The coordinator of the gifted program was

generally responsible for providing an evaluation design through existing
personnel in the school division, an evaluator brought in during the
initial planning of the gifted program was often helpful, as the evaluation
of the gifted student programs concerned unique problems of measurement.
The literature examined in this study reported inherent problems in
assessing the growth of gifted students.

Joseph S. Renzulli found that

problems arose when the evaluation plan attempted to use norm-referenced
tests developed for general populations in assessing the growth of gifted
students.

The main issue in using age, grade, or percentile norms was

73(3owan and Demos, pp.

46,
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that one could not assume that a year’s growth in a given number of
percentile points was a uniform unit.

If the performance of an average

student increased from the 40th to the 50th percentile over the course of
a school year, one could not assume that this was a greater gain than that
made by a gifted student whose score increased from the 90th to the 95th
percentile.

The gifted student initially scored at the upper end of the

normal curve where it was much more difficult to show an increase in
percentile score points. No single measure of giftedness was adequate.
The same was true for age and grade scores.

The evaluator had to avoid

making comparisons between gifted students and other populations when
using standardized tests.^
The literature indicated that a major statistical problem in the test
scores of gifted students was the "regression toward the mean" effect.
Predicted scores tended to move toward the mean of the distribution.

If

one used a pre-test and post-test design to evaluate a gifted program,
initially high scores on the pre-test often decreased due to the regression
effect.75
Renzulli reported on a study which found that innovative programs
presented certain methodological problems in evaluation for program
administrators, project evaluators, and granting agencies, which, if not
controlled, were a continuous source of conflict to efficient program
functioning.

Innovative programs often lacked specific definable

74Joseph S. Renzulli, A Guidebook for Evaluating Programs for the
Gifted and Talented (Ventura, California: Office of the Ventura County
Superintendent of Schools, 1975), p. 11.
7^Renzulli, p.

12.
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objectives that were considered necessary in evaluation research.

If

evaluators or granting agencies required ready-made specific objectives
as a source of measurement for the success of a program, innovation was
often sacrificed to meet this demand.

Thus innovative programs had to

have the option of developing additional objectives and the opportunity
to clarify initial objectives as experiences in program operations
provided new information.7f*
Renzulli viewed program evaluation as a diagnostic tool which
attempted to fulfill as many of the following objectives as possible:
1. To discover whether and how effectively the objectives of a
program are being fulfilled.
2.

To discover unplanned and unexpected consequences that are

resulting from particular program practices.
3. To determine the underlying policies and related activities
that contribute to success or failure in particular areas.
4. To provide continuous in-process feedback at intermediate
stages throughout the course of a program.
5. To suggest realistic, as well as ideal, alternative courses
of action for program modification.77
Summary
A review of related literature indicated that "DESDEG", Diagnostic
and Evaluative Scales For Differential Education For The Gifted, provided
a structural framework in the analysis of programs for gifted students.

^Renzulli, pp. 52-53,
77Renzulli, p. 6.
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BESDEG identified five key features and fifteen program requirements
which were considered by authorities in the field to be the most necessary
and sufficient for comprehensive programming for gifted students.
The review of related literature revealed that giftedness was viewed
as a much broader concept than solely high intelligence.

The identification

process of the gifted included a variety of methods to determine if an
individual student possessed high ability in one or more areas to such a
degree that the educational needs of the student were not adequately met
in the regular school program.

Identification did not improve learning but

it was necessary in improving the learning environment of the gifted student.
Gifted students were characterized by very positive behaviors, and research
on behavioral identification indicated that descriptive behaviors of the
gifted were not readily found in non-gifted children.
In most situations, the classroom teacher was found to be a generalist
who lacked the specialized preparation needed to work with the gifted.
Teachers of the gifted were coranitted to the idea of differentiated
education founded on an understanding of the meaning of exceptionality
and a study of the characteristics of gifted children.

In-service activity

for program teachers and staff was directed toward changing teacher
behavior and methods.

It was found that very few colleges and universities

offered course work in the area of gifted education.

Few states had

established minimal certification standards for teachers of the gifted.
Curriculum for the gifted was appropriate only if it involved elements
which distinguished it from being suitable for the education of all students.
It required such mental processes and was directed toward functions that
made it impossible or undesirable for children of the generality.
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The four major program prototypes in programs for the gifted were
acceleration, grouping, enrichment, and elective courses.

A prototypo

was identified by the predominant use of one element or classification
over another concerning type of program.

Within each prototype various

kinds of approaches to programs for the gifted were found.

The program

prototype selected was based upon a theoretical framework as expressed
in the objectives of the proposed program for the gifted.

Program planning

included multiple criteria for and flexibility in grouping or selection of
a gifted program prototype.
The administrative responsibility of programs for the gifted was often
best served by the appointment of a program coordinator.

The coordinator

had the ultimate responsibility to design, develop, coordinate, and evaluate
the program.

Such activities included input from teachers to stimulate

their interest and the utilization of individual abilities.

The needs of

all gifted children within the school division were examined by the coor
dinator.

The school principal assumed the major responsibility for the

programs in his school and was a vital part of a successful program for
the gifted.

It was suggested that public clamor and educational faddism

was the driving force behind gifted programs in some school divisions.
Thus there was a need for leadership in helping more programs for the
gifted become self-perpetuating.

A substantial budget allotment to meet

the needs of the gifted was often necessary for comprehensive programming.
Evaluation of programs for the gifted was necessary to determine
whether or not the goals and objectives of an individual program were
being fulfilled.

There were inherent problems in evaluating such innovative

programs, because innovative programs often lacked specific definable
objectives

that were considered necessary in evaluation research.

If
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ready-made specific objectives were used as a criterion for the success of
a program, innovation was often sacrificed to meet this demand.
also problems in assessing the growth of gifted students.

There were

The gifted

student often initially scored at the upper end on standardized achievement
tests which made it difficult to show an increase in percentile score
points, age scores, and grade scores.

The regression toward the mean of a

distribution of scores was also a statistical problem in evaluating gifted
students.
The writer's plan to-survey program provisions for gifted students in
Virginia was based upon the review of literature which demonstrated that
the establishment of a comprehensive program for gifted students was a
complex process.

Many factors were involved in the design, implementation,

maintenance, and evaluation of such programs.

Chapter III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES
Hie purpose of this chapter was to describe the research methodology
and procedures employed in the study.
Population
The population of the study consisted of 13S contact persons, each
responsible for completing forms used in requesting state reimbursements to
school divisions in providing programs for gifted students in Virginia.

The

names of contact persons were obtained from the Director of Special Programs
for the Gifted of the Virginia State Department of Education.

All school

divisions in Virginia were represented by a contact person.
Procedure for Collection of Data
The survey instrument, a questionnaire/opinionnaire was mailed to
each member of the population on October 10, 1978.

Included with each

questionnaire/opinionnaire was a cover letter, a copy which was placed in
Appendix C, and a stamped, self-addressed return envelope.

A second request

mailing was made to those members of the population who did not respond two
weeks after the first mailing.

A telephone call was made to those members

of the population not responding to the second request mailing.

Each

individual in the population was asked to complete the questionnaire/
opinionnaire in relation to the existing program for the gifted in his or
her school division.

A total of 119 contact persons, 88.1 percent, responded

to the instrument.
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Development of the Instrument
The Instrument developed was made up of two divisions.

It was designed

to be completed by persons knowledgeable of the program for the gifted in
the local school division.

Part I elicited nominal data regarding program

provisions for the gifted in relation to other programs within an individual
school division, nominal data about program elements and key features of
programs for the gifted as found in the review of related literature, and
nominal data from an open-ended question regarding Virginia State Department
of Education assistance at the local school division level in programs for
the gifted.
Part II of the instrument was developed around the five key features
of programs for the gifted and the fifteen program requirements deemed as
central subdivisions for program evaluation in DESDEG.

The instrument was

constructed on the Likert Scale with forty-five statements and five possible
responses to each statement.

Each statement was a derivation of a defined

program requirement as stated in DESDEG.

Three statements for each program

requirement were developed for the instrument used in this study.

Virgil S.

Ward reccmnended utilizing no more than three statements per program require
ment on the survey instrument.

Statements contained in the survey instrument

were arranged in order to correspond to the program requirements as found in
the organizational pattern of DESDEG.
Key Feature A, Philosophy and Objectives, contained program requirement
one, existence and adequacy of a document, and program requirement two,
application of the document.

Program requirement one was represented by

statements 1-3 on the instrument and program requirement two was represented
by statements 4-6.

Key Feature B, Student Identification and Placement,

contained program requirement three, validity of conception and adequacy of
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procedures, and program requirement four, the appropriateness or relation
ship between capacity and curriculum.

Program requirement three was

represented by statements 7-9, and program requirement four was represented
by statements 10-12.

Key Feature C, the Curriculum, contained program

requirement five, relevance of conception, represented by statements 13-15;
program requirement six, comprehensiveness, represented by statements 16-18;
program requirement seven, articulation, represented by statements 19-21;
and program requirement eight, adequacy of instructional facilities, repre
sented by statements 22-24.

Key Feature D, the Teacher, contained program

requirement nine, selection, and program requirement ten, training.
Program requirement nine was represented by statements 25-27 and program
requirement ten was represented by statements 28-30.
Organization and Operation, contained:

Key Feature E, Program

program requirement eleven, general

staff orientation, represented by statements 31-33; program requirement
twelve, administrative responsibility and leadership, represented by statementp 34-36; program requirement thirteen, functional adequacy of the
organization, represented by statements 37-39; program requirement fourteen,
financial allocation, represented by statements 40-42; and program require
ment fifteen, provision for evaluation, represented by statements 43-4S,
Validation of the Instrument
The survey instrument was pilot tested by a group of graduate students
at Virginia Gonmonwealth University majoring in special education during
the simmer of 1978.

Recommendations concerning superfluous, inconsistent,

or ambiguous statements were noted by the group and incorporated into the
survey instrument.

Thus, it was accepted as a valid instrument for the

purposes of this study.
Appendix C.

A copy of the survey instrument was included in
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Method of Determining Response Values
Part I of the survey instrument consisted of six closed questions in
which only certain designated responses were permitted,

The possible

responses were presented and the respondent either chose the answer or
ranked in order of priority in descending order multiple answers to a
single question.

Question number 6 elicited either a yes or no response

regarding Virginia State Department of Education assistance to local school
divisions in providing programs for the gifted.

If the response for

question 6 was no, then the respondent was asked an open-ended question
regarding assistance by the Virginia State Department of Education at the
local school division level.

Responses on part I of the instrument were

analyzed according to the percentage of response to each individual item.
Responses to the open-ended part of question 6 were presented in written
form and were then categorized by the writer into one of the eight program
elements as noted in the operational definitions and review of literature
of this study.
Part II of the instrument utilized an independent panel made up of
one professor of education and two assistant supervisors with the Virginia
State Department of Education, each with experience in educational programs
for the gifted.

This panel determined response values for the survey

instrument questionnaire/opinionnaire.

Part II of the instrument was

constructed on the Likert Scale with forty-five statements and five possible
responses to each statement:
Strongly Disagree.

Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, and

There were twenty-nine positively stated opinions and

sixteen negatively stated opinions, interspersed in no regular order,
requiring that the respondents read each statement carefully before
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responding to it. The panel agreed that questionnaire/opinionnaire numbers
1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27,
28, 30, 31, 34, 37, 40, 42, 43, and 44, were positive statements and should
be scaled as :
SA
5

A
4

N
3

D
2

SD
1

The panel agreed that questionnaire/opinionnaire numbers 5, 6, 9, 11, 13,
18, 24, 29, 32, 33, 35, 36, 38, 39, 41, and 45, were negative statements
and should be scaled as :
SA
1

A
2

N
3

D
4

SD
5

The possible range of scores on Part II of the survey instrument
questionnaire/opinionnaire varied from a high of 225 to a low of 45.
Program quality, according to the questionnaire, was based on achieving
high scores on the instrument.

Each statement on the survey instrument

had a possible range of scores from 5 to 1.
Treatment of the Data
The descriptive method of research was used to survey program provisions
for the gifted in Virginia.

Each item on the survey instrument was clas

sified according to the frequency or percentage of occurrence.

The number

of responses for each item on the survey instrument was compiled and
comparisons of the various responses were made.

The actual results were

then generalized and applied to the basic research questions of the study
under investigation to determine the present status of programs for the
gifted in Virginia.

Chapter 4
SUMMARY AND ANALYSES OF COLLECTED DATA
Presentation of Collected Data
The data for this study were collected through the responses to the
survey instrument questionnaire/opinionnaire entitled "Program Provisions
For Gifted Students in Virginia." The purpose of this chapter was to
present and analyze data concerning the research questions of this study
as stated in Chapter 1.

The research.questions for this study were:

1. What is the additional per pupil expenditure other than designated
state funds, for gifted students by the school divisions?
2.

How do programs for the gifted

rank in relation to otherprograms

within the school divisions in the need for additional funding7
3. What elements of programs for the gifted found in the review of
literature are emphasized in the school divisions?
4.

How do the key features in programs for the gifted

developedin

DESDEG rank in order of priority in the school divisions?
5. What gifted program requirements developed in DESDEG are emphasized
in the school divisions?
6.

What assistance can the Virginia State Department of Education

provide local school divisions in programs for the gifted?
The chapter was organized into fourteen tables of data derived from
the questionnaire/opinionnaire.

The number of responses for each item on

the questionnaire/opinionnaire was compiled and comparisons of the various
responses were made.

The results were then analyzed and applied to the

basic research questions of the study.
in the final section of the chapter.
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A summary of findings was presented
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The First Research Question
What is the additional per pupil expenditure other than designated
state funds, for gifted students by the school divisions?
Analysis. Data were obtained from the first question on Part I of
the survey instrument.

Respondents indicated the category of per pupil

expenditure for gifted students by the local school division other than
state funds.

The percentage of response to each category was presented.

Table 1 shows that 57.1 percent of the 119 responding school divisions
provided no additional per pupil expenditure for gifted students other than
designated state funds.

Thirty-one percent, or approximately one-third,

provided an additional per pupil expenditure of one to five percent of
general per pupil cost.

School divisions which provided an additional

per pupil expenditure of six to ten percent of general per pupil cost
totaled 4.2 percent of the respondents.

The remaining respondents indicated

that 3.3 percent provided an additional per pupil expenditure of eleven to
twenty percent of general per pupil cost, while 4.2 percent of the respond
ents provided expenditures of more than twenty percent.
The first research question was designed to determine the per pupil
expenditure, other than designated state funds, for gifted students by the
school divisions.

According to data in Table 1 a majority of the school

divisions, 57.1 percent, did not earmark additional money in the school
division budget for gifted students.

Only 4.2 percent of the respondents

indicated local school division expenditures of more than twenty percent
of general per pupil cost on gifted students.
described in Chapter 1, was quite small.

The additional state payment

The number of students for whom

reimbursement to a school division was made could not exceed three percent

of the total number of students in average daily membership in the division.
The payment during each year of the 1978-80 biennium to the local division
was fifty dollars per eligible student.

The data documented that school

divisions did not have extensive funding of programs for gifted students.
The review of literature indicated that generally, if a program were to
meet the needs of the gifted, a substantial allocation of money had to be
spent.
Table 1
Per Pupil Expenditure for Gifted Students
Other than Designated State Funds

Amount of Additional Per Pupil Expenditure

Responses

No Additional Expenditures

68

(57.1%)

Approximately l$-5%

37

(31.0%)

Approximately 6%-10%

5

( 4.2%)

Approximately 11%-20$

4

( 3.3%)

More Than

5

( 4.2%)

20%

The Second Research Question
How do programs for the gifted rank in relation to other programs within
the school divisions in the need for additional funding?
Analysis. Data were obtained from the second and third questions on
Part I of the survey instrument.

Respondents were asked to rank gifted

programs in relation to other programs and activities provided by the local
school division in the event of a reduction in the school division budget
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and in the event of a surplus in the school division budget.

Nine categories

of programs and activities, together with blank space for an additional writein program or activity, were presented.

The categories of programs and

activities for each question were identical.

The percentage of numerical

rank given to each program and activity for each question was compiled.

The

results from each question were compared to determine the status of programs
for the gifted in relation to other programs within the school divisions in
the need for additional funding.
One-hundred and two contact persons responded to the ranking of school
division activities in terms of their expandability in the event that the
local school division budget had to be reduced.(See’-Table 15; Appendix D)
The maximum number of schoolrdivision ‘activities ranked by- any one contact
person equalled ten due to a write-in category.
ranked ten school division activities.

Seven contact persons

Each rank was assigned a rank value

in order to assure that the data corresponded to increased magnitudes of
importance.

The rank values consisted of a series of numbers which were

in exact reverse order of the ranks.
ity equalled a rank value of ten.
nine.

Rank one of a school division activ

Rank two was assigned a rank value of

Accordingly, the ranking process continued until rank ten for a

school division activity equalled a rank value of one.

The rating of each

school division activity was expressed in total rank value and percentage
of total rank value.
There were seven write-in responses submitted by the contact persons.
The total rank value of the nine school division activities was 5,453 with
an additional rank value of 62 for the write-in activities.

The total

possible rank value of the second question on Part I of the survey instru
ment was 5,515 and served as the baseline value for ranking any one school
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division activity and the composite write-in activities.

The percentage o£

total rank value was included in data presentation as additional respondents
completed the third question on Part I of the survey instrument which served
as a comparison question.
Table 2 provides a summary of school division activities ranked in
terms of their expendability in the event that the local school division
budget had to be reduced.

Gifted program activities ranked sixth numerically

with 10 percent of the total rank value,

Vocational program activities

ranked seventh with 9.3 percent of the total rank value.

Program activities

for low achieving students ranked eighth with 8.4 percent of the total rank
value.

Activities regarding the academic program of a school division

ranked ninth.

There was a large differential in the top ranked activity,

extra-curricular activities with 16.5 percent of the total rank value, and
the next highest ranked activity.

Administrative support and pupil person

nel services tied for the second highest ranked activity with 13 percent
t

of the total rank value.
One-hundred and ten contact persons responded to the ranking of school
division activities in terms of their need for more funding in the event
that a surplus was found in the local school division budget and the surplus
had to be spent.

(S ee

Table 16, Appendix D)' The maximum number of'division

activities ranked by any one contact person equalled ten due to a write-in
category.

Five contact persons ranked ten school division activities.

Each

rank was assigned a rank value in order to assure the data corresponded to
increased magnitudes of importance.

The rank values were determined by

using the same procedure as described for a budget reduction.
There were five write-in responses submitted by the contact persons.
The total rank value of the nine school division activities was 5,903 with
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Table 2
School Division Activities Based on
Budget Reduction

Percentage of
Total Rank
Value

School Division Activities

Total Rank
Value

Extra-curricular Activities

911

16.5%

Administrative Support

722

13,0%

Pupil Personnel Services

722

13.0%

Lunch Program

660

11.94

Library

588

10.6%

Gifted Program

556

10.0%

Vocational Program

513

9.3%

Program for Low Achieving Students

468

8.4%

Academic Programs

313

5.6%

62

1.14

Other or Write-in Activities
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an additional rank value of 42 for the write-in activities.

The total

possible rank value of the third question on Part I of the survey instrument
was 5,945 and served as the baseline value for ranking any one school
division activity and the composite write-in activities.

The percentage

of total rank value was included in data presentation as fewer respondents
completed the second question on Part I of the survey instrument.
Table 3 provides a summary of school division activities ranked in
terms of their need for more funding in the event that a surplus was found
in the local school division budget.

Gifted program activities ranked

second numerically with 14.7 percent of the total rank value.

Academic

program activities ranked slightly higher with 15.6 percent of the total
rank value.

Program activities for low achieving students ranked third

numerically with 13.2 percent of the total rank value.

Vocational progran

activities ranked fourth with 12.1 percent of the total rank value.

Li

brary activities ranked fifth with 11 percent of the total rank value or
slightly ahead of pupil personnel services which had 10.7 percent of the
total rank value.

The remaining school division activities in percentage

order of total rank value were administrative support with 8.5 percent,
extra-curricular activities with 6.8 percent, and the lunch program with
6.2 percent.
The second research question generated data recorded in Tables 2-3 and
15-16, Appendix D regarding gifted program rank in relation to other programs
within the school divisions in the need for additional funding.

School

divisions would usually reduce funding for gifted programs prior to
reducing funds for vocational programs and programs for low achieving
students in the event of a budget deficit.

Gifted programs ranked second

behind academic program activities in priority spending in case of a budget
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Table 3
School Division Activities Based on
Budget Surplus

School Division Activities

Total Rank
Value

Percentage of
Total Rank
Value

Academic Programs

928

15.64

Gifted Program

876

14.7%

Program for Low Achieving Students

787

13.2%

Vocational Program

723

12.1%

Library

659

11.0%

Pupil Personnel Services

640

10.7%

Administrative Support

511

8.5%

Extra-curricular Activities

409

6.8%

Lunch Program

370

6.2%

42

.7%

Other or Write-in Activities
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surplus.

Programs for low achieving students and vocational programs

ranked third and fourth respectively as to priority spending of a budget
surplus.
The findings suggested contending priorities for the educational
dollar.

Public education was a mass enterprise directed primarily toward

those students with average mental abilities.

The Elementary and Secondary

Educational Act of 1965 provided states and local school divisions through
out the nation with massive financial assistance to meet the special needs
of educationally deprived children.

Federal support for vocational educa

tion began as early as 1917 with the passage of the Smith-Hughes Act.
Vocational programs and programs for low achieving students have long been
advocated by various interest groups and lobbyists in all strata of American
society.

The review of literature on gifted education revealed a common

theme held by some lay persons and educators, that gifted students were
able to survive satisfactorily without special provisions.

Conversely,

this view was not directed toward vocational programs and programs for low
achieving students in Virginia.
The Third Research Question
What elements of programs for the gifted found in the review of
literature are emphasized

in the school divisions?

Analysis. Data were

obtained from the fourth

the survey instrument.

question

on PartI of

The review of literature indicated eight program

elements prevalent in programs for the gifted.

Respondents placed a check

mark beside each program element in the yes

column

that was considered to be

local school division.Program

emphasized in the

for each

programelement

elements considered not to be emphasized in the local school division were
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indicated by a check mark in the no column.

The percentage of yes and no

responses for each program element was presented.
Table 4 indicates that from the 119 responses there was a wide disparity
in emphasis placed on gifted program elements derived from the review of
literature.

The percentage of emphasis Tanged from a high of 87.3 percent

to a low of 49.5 percent.

The program elements in order of percentage of

positive response to emphasis were as follows:

[1) identification of the

gifted, 87.3 percent; (2) characteristics of the gifted, 78.9 percent; (3)
curriculum for the gifted, 74.7 percent; (4) administrative responsibility,
68.9 percent; (5) in-service for personnel, 60.5 percent; (6) development
of program prototypes, 52.9 percent; (7) evaluation, 52.1 percent; and (8)
teachers of the gifted, 49,5 percent.
The purpose of the third research question was to determine the emphasis
in the local school divisions on gifted program elements derived from the
review of literature.

According to eight designated program elements

presented in Table 4, approximately 87 percent of the responding school
divisions emphasized identification of the gifted.

This was of considerable

importance as identification logically preceded provisions for appropriate
learning experiences and environments.

Studies in the review of literature

labeled as inaccurate, the assumption that gifted students experienced a
satisfactory formal educational experience without identification and
special provisions.

Approximately 79 percent of the responses emphasized

the characteristics of the gifted.

The great emphasis on characteristics

of the gifted was congruent with the emphasis placed on their identification.
The data suggested that gifted programs in Virginia placed much emphasis on
the identification and characteristics of the gifted.
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Table 4
Emphasis on Gifted Program Elements Derived
from the Review of Literature

Program Element

Emphasized
Yes
No

89 (74.7%)

30 (25.2%)

Administrative Responsibility

82 (68.9%)

37 (31.0%)

In-service for Personnel

72 (60.5%)

47 (39.4%)

Characteristics of the Gifted

94 (78.9%)

25 (21.0%)

Evaluation

62 (52.1%)

57

Teachers of the Gifted

59 (49.5%)

60 (50.4%)

Development of Program Prototypes

63 (52.9%)

56 (47.0%)

104 (87.3%)

15 (12.6%)

Identification of the Gifted

00
t*-

Curriculum for the Gifted
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Approximately 75 percent.of the school divisions emphasized
curriculum for the gifted.

The review of literature indicated that the

curriculum design had to provide learning experiences and require mental
processes which made it impossible or undesirable for children of the
generality.

The curriculum had to be flexible to adjust to student needs.

Program prototypes were emphasized in only 52.9 percent of the responses.
Program prototypes provided the organizational pattern for presentation
of the curriculum.

Selection of prototypes was to be based on meeting the

needs of the identified gifted students.

Levels of intelligence and the

uniqueness of talent had to be recognized in providing a wide variety of
learning experiences.

Gifted program design without an accompanying change

in the curriculum did not necessitate appropriate instructional strategies.
The relatively low emphasis on program prototypes suggested that gifted
program activities were quite often conducted in the regular classroom.

A

gifted program based on regular classroom teachers providing selected activ
ities and materials for student usage placed a heavy burden upon the time
and skills of the classroom teacher to provide a differentiated curriculum.
Much of the literature indicated that classroom teachers were often
generalists who lacked the specialized preparation to work with the gifted.
Only 49.5 percent of the responses indicated that emphasis was placed on
teachers of the gifted.
concept of teaching.

Teaching gifted students required a different

The teacher had to be committed to a differentiated

education based on study of the characteristics and unique needs of the
gifted.

The key to any educational program was the quality of personnel

involved in it.

The teacher had the responsibility of providing an environ

ment which encouraged self-confidence, creativity, critical thinking, and
achievement.

The lack of emphasis on teachers of the gifted was most
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noteworthy.

In-service for personnel was considered to be a low percentage.

School administrators needed to give more attention to the selection and
placement of teachers for gifted students and additional in-service training
for personnel was also warranted in the responding school divisions.
Administrative responsibility was emphasized in approximately 69
percent of the responses.

Thus, the majority of school divisions indicated

the existence of or emphasis on some degree of personnel organization
designed to facilitate gifted program operation.
Program evaluation was emphasized by 52.1 percent of the responding
school divisions.

It appeared that a shortage of evaluation procedures

existed with respect to the basic goals of current gifted programs.
Additional efforts were needed to accurately ascertain the relationship
between program practices and goals.
The Fourth Research Question
,Hpw do key features in programs for the gifted developed in DESDEG
rank in order of priority in the school divisioas?
Analysis. Data were obtained from the fifth question on Part I of the
survey instrument.

Respondents ranked the five key features identified in

DESDEG in order of their priority in the local school division.

The

percentage of numerical rank given to each key feature was compiled.

Data

were also obtained from the entire Part II of the survey instrument.

Part

II of the survey instrument was developed around the five key features of
programs for the gifted.

It contained forty-five statements related to

programs for the gifted with five possible responses

to each statement.

Key Feature A, Philosophy and Objectives, was represented by statements 16 and had a possible point range from a high of 30 to a low of 6.

Key

Feature B, Identification and Placement, was represented by statements 712 and had a possible point range from a high of 30 to a low of 6.

Key

Feature C, Curriculum, consisted of statements 13-24 and had a possible
point range from a high of 60 to a low of 12.

Key Feature D, the Teacher,

was denoted by statements 25-30 and had a possible point range from a high
of 30 to a low of 6.

Key Feature E, Program Organization and Operation,

was comprised of statements 31-45 and had a possible point range from a
high of 75 to a low of 15.
The score for each key feature as presented in Part II of the survey
instrument was tabulated and compared to the maximum score possible for
each key feature to obtain a percentage of response.

The percentage of

response for each key feature as represented in Part II of the survey
instrument was compared to the results of the fifth question on Part I of
the survey instrument.
Data pertaining to research question 4 were reported in Table 5 which
shows how 116 respondents ranked the five key features of programs for the
gifted identified in DESDEG in order of their priority.

Each rank was

assigned a rank value in order to assure the data corresponded to increased
magnitudes of importance.

The rank values consisted of a series of numbers

which were in exact reverse order of the ranks.
equalled a rank value of five.

Rank one for a key feature

Rank two was assigned a rank value of four.

Accordingly, the ranking process continued until rank five for a key feature
equalled a rank value of one.

The rating of each key feature was expressed

in total rank value and percentage of total rank value.

The highest total

rank value for any one key feature was 580 and served as the baseline value
for determining the percentage of total rank value.
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Data reported in Table 5 shows that the key feature of student identi
fication and placement received the highest priority with 71.2 percent of
the total rank value, while program organization and operation ranked a
close second with 69.1 percent.

The remaining key features of programs

for the gifted ranked by priority and their corresponding percentage of
total rank value were as follows:

curriculum, 55.5 percent; philosophy

and objectives, 55.1 percent; and teacher, 51.2 percent.
A list of forty-five statements which were derivations of program
requirements and key features in programs for gifted students according
to program evaluation in DESDEG comprised Part II of the survey instrument
sent to a contact person in each school division.

Part II of the survey

instrument was constructed on the Likert Scale with five possible responses
to each statement.
disagree.

The responses ranged from strongly agree to strongly

The statements subsequently were referred to by the numbers

assigned in Part II of the survey instrument.
Part II of the survey instrument was developed around the five key
features and fifteen program requirements for the gifted according to DESDEG.
It contained forty-five statements related to programs for the gifted with
five possible responses to each statement.

Each statement on the survey

instrument had a possible range of scores from 5 to 1.
based on achieving high scores on the instrument.

Program quality was

Chapter 3 of the study

presented the method of determining response values for each statement on
the survey instrument.

There were 119 responses for each statement.

maximum numerical score for each statement was 595.

The

Data pertaining to

Research Question 4 were reported in Tables 6-10.
Philosophy and Objectives. Table 6 presented data regarding Key
Feature A, Philosophy and Objectives. The data shows that 21.8 percent
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Table S
Matrix of Frequencies of the Five Key Features in DESDEG
Ranked in Each of Five Positions

Rank

1

2

3

4

Rank Value

5

4

3

2

15
(75)

20
(80)

27
(81)

32
(64)

22
(22)

322

55.51

Program Organization
and Operation

24
(120)

39
(156)

25
(75)

22
(44)

6
(6)

401

69. n

Student Identification
and Placement

36
(180)

29
(116)

27
(81)

12
(24)

12
(12)

413

71.2%

13
(65)

13
(65)

20
(60)

37
(74)

33
(33)

297

51.2%

28
(140)

15
(60)

17
(51)

13
(26)

43
(43)

320

55.1%

Key Features

Curriculum

Teacher
Philosophy and
Objectives

S Total Percentage
Rank
of Total
1 Value Rank Value
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of the respondents strongly agreed that there was a comprehensive written
statement in the nature of theory, philosophy, and objectives for the local
gifted program.

Approximately one-third agreed to the statement, thus

55.4 percent either agreed or strongly agreed that the local school division
had a comprehensive written statement for the gifted.

The percentage of

responses to the statement was reinforced by 57.9 percent of the respondents
who indicated strong agreement or agreement that the written program state
ment distinguished itself from objectives of general education.

The table

also showed that 44.4 percent did not have a written program statement.
Approximately 70 percent of respondents utilized a theoretical statement,
written or unwritten, in program development.

Forty-nine percent believed

that existing program theory, philosophy, and objectives were in need of
revision.
Identification and Placement. Table 7 displays data regarding Key
Feature B, Identification and Placement.

Approximately 79 percent of

respondents indicated a wide range of criteria was used in the identification
procedure of gifted students.

Approximately 60 percent believed the local

program had provisions which allowed for all students to be evaluated for
any validly conceived type of giftedness.

Only 20.1 percent based the

identification of the gifted solely on teacher recommendations and demon
strated achievement in school work.

There was a definite relationship

between the identification process and ensuing placement of students in
study groups or activities according to 73.9 percent of respondents.

Class

or activity placement of gifted students corresponded to general abilities
rather than to specific aptitudes and interests in 44.4 percent of the
responses.

The depth and focus of activities in the program met the special
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Table 6
Rank Value of Key Feature A
Philosophy and Objectives

Statement
Number

Key Feature A
Philosophy and Objectives

Total Rank
Value

1

There is a comprehensive written statement in the
nature of theory, philosophy, and objectives for
the gifted program.
A
N
D
SA
SD
26
8
5
40
40
21.8%
6.7%
33.6%
33.6%
4.2%
160
24
5
130
80

2

There is a written program statement which distin
guishes between objectives of general education
and objectives of programs for the gifted.
D
A
SD
SA
N
37
48
8
5
21
6.7%
17.6%
40.3%
31%
4.21
74
24
5
105
192

3

There is no written program statement, yet those
responsible for the gifted program are verbally
knowledgeable and committed to program existence.
SA
A
D
N
SD
14
39
22
20
24
11.7%
32.7%
20.1%
18.4%
16.8%
70
156
48
66
5

4

A theoretical statement, written or unwritten, is
consistently and pervasively utilized in program
development.
SA
A
D
N
SD
17
21
62
14
5
17.6%
52.1%
14.2%
11.7%
4.2%
105
248
51
5
28
It is difficult to translate program theory
program practice.
N
SA
A
D
12
9
42
45
10%
7.51
35.2%
37.8%
180
9
48
36

400

437

into
SD
11
9.2%
55

328
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Table 6 (continued),

Statement
Number

6

Key Feature A
Philosophy and Objectives

Existing program theory, philosophy, and
objectives are in need of revision.
SA
A
D
N
12
47
37
18
19%
15.1%
39.4%
31%
12
94
148
54

Total Rank
Value

SD
5
4.2%
25

333
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needs of identified gifted students in 62.9 percent of the responses.

Only

7.5 percent strongly agreed that the depth and focus of program activities
met the special needs of the identified gifted.
Curriculum. Table 8 depicts data regarding Key Feature C, Curriculum.
The curriculum for the gifted was able to be used quite effectively with
other students according to 41.9 percent of the responses.

The curriculum

provided a balanced program of learning experiences that assisted gifted
students in the development of their social and personal needs in a
majority, 62.1 percent, of the local divisions.

Approximately 68 percent

of the local divisions indicated that a differentiated curriculum was
provided the gifted students.

Only 14.2 percent strongly agreed to the

statement regarding the provisions for a differentiated curriculum.

Less

than twenty percent indicated that relevant curricular experiences were
not provided for the gifted in academic subjects, visual and performing
arts, and other areas pertinent to high potentialities.

Approximately 46

percent indicated that curricular experiences for the gifted were provided
at all grade levels and at all schools.

Curricular offerings for the

program were not adequate and needed further development according to
76.4 percent of responses.
A majority of respondents, 55.4 percent, indicated explicit func
tional and structural relationships among the subjects and experiences
for the gifted and the general curriculum.

Approximately 71 percent

indicated modifications in the usual pattern of class offerings and
class schedules for the gifted,-although only 6.7 percent strongly
agreed to this statement.

Fifty-two percent indicated that provisions

were made for articulation and continuity of curriculum for the gifted
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Table 7
Rank Value of Key Feature B
Identification and Placement

Statement
Number

7

8

9

Key Feature B
Identification and Placement

Total Rank
Value

A wide variety of criteria is used in the
identification procedure of gifted students.
SD
N
D
SA
A
21
29
65
1
3
54.6%
24.3%
17.6%
.8%
2.5%
145
1
9
42
260
The program has provisions which
students to be evaluated for any
type of giftedness.
N
SA
A
21
51
10
42.8%
17.6%
8.4%
105
204
30

457

allow for all
validly conceived
D
32
26.8%
64

SD
5
4.2%
5

Identification of the gifted is based solely on
teacher reconmendations and demonstrated achievement
in school work.
SD
D
SA
A
N
21
35
1
3
59
17.6%
.8%
2.5%
49.9%
29.4%
3
3
42
175
236

10

There is a definite relationship between the identifi
cation procedures and the ensuing placement of students
in study groups or activities.
SA
SD
N
D
A
15
73
1
16
14
61.3%
12.6%
11.7%
.8%
13.4%
75
292
1
48
444
28

11

Class or activity placement of the gifted student
corresponds to general abilities rather than to
specific aptitudes and interests.
N
SA
A
SD
D
4
5
9
52
49
7.5%
3.3%
41.1%
43.6%
4.2%
98
27
208
4
25

362
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Table 7 (continued)

Statement
Number

12

Key Feature B
Identification and Placement

The depth and focus of activities in the program
meet the special needs of identified gifted
students.
A
SD
N
D
SA
29
9
66
1
14
7.51
55.4%
24.3%
.8%
11.7%
45
42
264
58
1

Total Rank
Value

410
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between grades and schools.

Additional instructional facilities and

materials were provided in the local program based on student and program
needs by 81.4 percent of responses, although only 10.9 percent strongly
agreed to this statement.

Approximately 46 percent indicated that each

special provision in the program had its own distinctive facilities and
materials.

Existing instructional facilities and materials were not

appropriate in a comprehensive program for the gifted according to 39.4
percent.

An additional 14.2 percent had no opinion regarding the

appropriateness of existing instructional facilities and materials.
Teacher. Table 9, on page 80, presents data regarding Key Feature D,
Teacher.

Approximately 44 percent of respondents indicated the selection

of program teachers was based on consistent criteria.

Knowledge of the

needs of the gifted was a prerequisite for the selection of program
teachers in 62.9 percent of responses.

Only 13.4 percent either disagreed

or strongly disagreed that program selection of appropriate and qualified
individuals to work with the gifted was present.

Approximately 44 percent

believed that program teachers were trained in methodology and philosophical
concepts relevant to the needs of the gifted.

Specific training in gifted

education had not been necessary for program teachers according to 20.9
percent of the responses.

A majority of 72.1 percent either disagreed or

strongly disagreed that there was an adequate number of trained personnel
to meet the needs of all gifted students within the school division.
Program Organization and Operation. Table 10, on page 83, exhibits
data regarding Key Feature E, Program Organization and Operation.

Teachers,

counselors, and administrative personnel not directly connected with the
gifted program understood and were committed to its purposes according to
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Table 8
Rank Value of Key Feature C
Curriculum

Statement
Number

13

14

15

16

17

Total Rank
Value

Key Feature C
Curriculum

The curriculum for the gifted may be used
quite effectively with other students.
SA
A
N
D
42
2
48
19
35.2%
1.6%
40.3%
15.9%
2
57
168
96

SD
8
6.7%
40

363

The curriculum provides a balanced program of
learning experiences that assist gifted students
in the development of their social and personal
needs.
N
D
SD
SA
A
15
59
18
3
24
12.6%
15.1%
2.51
49.5%
20.1%
75
236
54
48
3

416

A differentiated curriculum is provided for the
gifted students.
N
D
SA
A
SD
17
11
24
3
64
14.2%
53.7%
9.2%
20.1%
2.5%
85
33
256
48
3

425

Relevant curricular experiences are provided for
the gifted in academic subjects, visual and
performing arts, and other areas pertinent to
high potentialities.
SA
A
SD
N
D
7
17
72
22
1
18.4%
14.2%
60.51
5.8%
.8%
21
1
85
288
44

439

Curricular experiences for the gifted are provided
at all grade levels and at all schools.
SA
A
N
D
SD
41
5
14
50
9
34.4%
42%
11.7%
4.2%
7.5%
15
70
164
100
9

358
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Table 8 (continued)

Statement
Number

18

Key Feature C
Curriculum

Curriculum offerings for the program are
not adequate and need further development.
D
SA
A
N
15
21
70
9
7.5%
12.6%
17.61
58.81
60
21
140
27

Total Hank
Value

SD
4
3.3%
20

268

19

There are explicit functional and structural
relationships among the subjects and experiences
for the gifted and the general curriculum
D
SD
SA
A
N
6
31
2
60
20
26%
1.6%
5%
50.4%
16.8%
62
2
30
240
60

20

There are modifications in the usual pattern of
class offerings and class schedules for the
gifted.
D
SD
SA
A
N
21
2
8
76
12
17.6%
1.6%
6.7%
63.8%
10%
42
2
40
304
36

424

There are provisions made for articulation and
continuity of curriculum for the gifted between
grades and schools.
SA
D
SD
A
N
36
6
56
17
4
30.2%
3.3%
5%
47%
14.2%
30
224
51
72
4

381

Additional instructional facilities and materials
are provided in the program based on student and
program needs.
SA
D
SD
A
N
1
13
84
8
13
10.91
70.5%
6.7%
.8%
10.9%
26
1
65
336
24

452

Each :
special provision in the program has its own
distinctive facilities and materials.
D
SD
SA
A
N
8
47
3
47
14
39.4%
2.5%
6.7%
39.4%
11.7%
40
188
42
94
3

367

21

22

78

Table 8 (continued)

Statement
Number

24

Key Feature C
Curriculum

Existing instructional facilities and materials are
not appropriate in a comprehensive program for the
gifted.
A
N
SD
SA
D
40
2
7
53
17
5.8%
33.61
44.5%
1.6%
14.2%
80
7
51
212
10

Total Rank
Value
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39.4 percent of the responses.

If classroom teachers were randomly selected,

at least twenty-five percent would express hostile or unsympathetic attitudes
toward the program in 38.6 percent of the responses.

Sixty-two percent

indicated that there was a program coordinator with clearly designated lines
of responsibility and commensurate authority.

Only 23.4 percent indicated

that no specific organization of personnel was required for the gifted
program.

Approximately 46 percent indicated that the personnel organization

of the gifted program consisted of a group of responsible persons who
exercised informal leadership.

The program administrative structure

determined and supplied corrective measures to overcome delays or procedural
difficulties in 55.3 percent of the local school divisions.

A majority

of 55.4 percent indicated additional administrative and supervisory services
were needed with respect to responsibility for the program.

Fifty-seven

percent of the divisions did not provide any additional administrative
support for teachers involved in the program beyond the ordinary provisions.
Financial support for the gifted program existed in a sufficient
amount beyond average per pupil costs in 20.1 percent of the school
divisions.

Providing program teachers with appropriate materials and

services necessary to the activities which comprised the program was
generally difficult according to 56.2 percent of the responses.

Approx

imately 89 percent revealed there was a need for the separate budgetary
designation for the gifted program.

A systematic plan for evaluation was

used for periodic evaluation of the program in 43.6 percent of the school
divisions.

Only 39.4 percent stated that program evaluation included

measuring specific program goals and objectives with respect to student
growth.

Approximately 64 percent disagreed or strongly disagreed that
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Tabic 9
Rank Value of Key feature 1)
Teacher
1

Statement
Number

Key feature D
Teacher

Total Rank
Value

25

The selection of program teachers is based
on consistent criteria.
N
SA
A
D
SD
48
2
24
4
41
3.3%
40.3%
1.6%
20.1%
34.4%
72
82
2
20
176

26

Knowledge of the needs of the gifted is a
prerequisite for the selection of program
teachers.
A
N
SA
D
17
56
25
19
15.9%
47%
14.2%
21%
95
51
50
224

27

28

1

SI)
2
1.6%
2

422

The program selects appropriate and qualified
individuals to work with the gifted.
A
N
SD
SA
D
15
1
13
72
• - 18
15.1%
60.5%
.8%
12.6%
10.9%
288
54
30
65
1

438

Program teachers are trained in methodology
and philosophical concepts relevant to the
needs of the gifted.
A
D
SD
SA
N
27
12
40
1
39
22.6%
10%
33.6%
32.7%
.8%
60
160
81
78
1

380

in gifted education has not
Specific training .
been necessary for program '
teachers.
SA
N
A
D
SD
15
66
1
24
13
20.1%
12.6%
55.4%
.8%
10.9%
1
48
45
264
65

423
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Table 9 (continued)

Statement
Number

30

Total Rank
Value

Key Feature D
Teacher

There is an adequate
to meet the needs of
the school division.
SA
A
19
1
.8%
15.9%
5
76

number of trained personnel
all gifted students within
N
13
10.9%
39

D
64
53.7%
128

SD
22
18.4%
22

270
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there was no written plan of evaluation because data collection and
analysis would interfere with the operating effectiveness of the
program.
Summary of Key Features. Table 11, on page 87, provides a summary of
key features in programs for the gifted based on the forty-five state
ments found in Part II of the survey instrument.
score for each statement was 595.

The maximum numerical

The specific number of program state

ments for the key features varied from a high of 15 to a low of 6.

This

necessitated the use of percentage of maximum numerical score for comparison
purposes.

Identification and Placement received the highest rating of any

one key feature with 71.1 percent of the maximum numerical score.

Curric

ulum with 65 percent, the Teacher with 64 percent, and Philosophy and
Objectives with 63.2 percent showed no appreciable difference as to rank
value or emphasis.

Program Organization and Operation ranked last in rank

value of key features with 58.4 percent of the maximum numerical score.
The priority rank order of key features in programs for the gifted
developed in DESDEG was the concern of the fourth research question.

Data

obtained from Table 5 and Table 11 provided comparison data in the ranking
of the five key features.

Table 5 indicated student identification and

placement as number one in rank order of priority with 71.2 percent of the
total rank value.

Program organization ranked second with 69.1 percent.

The remaining key features of programs for the gifted ranked by priority
and their corresponding percentage of total rank value were as follows:
curriculum, 55.5 percent; philosophy and objectives, 55.1 percent; and
teacher 51.2 percent.
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Table 10
Rank Value of Key Feature E
Program Organization and Operation

Statement
Number

31

32

33

Key Feature E
Program Organization and Operation

Total Rank
Value

Teachers, counselors, and administrative personnel
not directly connected with the gifted program
understand and are committed to its purposes.
SA
A
N
D
SD
6
41
22
46
4
5%
34.41
18.4%
38.6%
3.3%
30
164
66
92
4

356

If classroom teachers were randomly approached, at
least twenty-five percent would express hostile or
unsympathetic attitudes toward the program.
SA
A
N
D
SD
11
35
20
47
6
9.2%
29.4%
16.8%
39.4%
5%
11
70
60
188
30

359

Classroom teachers not in the program know about its
existence but have very little knowledge of specific
program practices.
SD
D
SA
A
N
22
0
61
31
5
4.2%
51.2%
18.4%
0%
26%
0
5
122
66
124

317

34

There is a program coordinator with clearly designated
lines of responsibility and conmensurate authority for
effective program operation.
SA
A
N
D
SD
15
59
7
31
7
12.6%
49.5%
5.8%
26%
5.8%
75
236
21
62
7

35

No specific organization of personnel is required
because all teachers serve the gifted within the
regular instructional program.
SA
A
N
D
SD
1
27
12
63
16
.8%
22.6%
10%
52.9%
13.4%
1
54
36
252
80

423
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Table 10 (continued)

Statement
Number

36

37

38

39

40

Key Feature E
Program Organization and Operation

Total Rank
Value

The personnel organization o£ the gifted program
consists of a group of responsible persons who
exercise informal leadership.
SA
A
N
D
SD
2
53
20
5
39
44.5%
16.8%
4.2%
1.64
32.7%
2
106
60
156
25

349

The program administrative structure determines
and supplies corrective measures to overcome
delays or procedural difficulties.
A
N
D
SD
SA
2
64
29
0
24
1.6%
53.7%
24.3%
20.1%
0
256
87
48
10
0

401

Additional administrative and supervisory services
are needed with respect to responsibility for the
program.
SD
SA
D
A
N
1
55
19
11
33
9.2%
46.2%
15.9%
27.7%
.8%
57
132
5
11
110

315

No provisions, beyond the ordinary ones, exist for
administrative support for teachers involved in the
program.
SA
A
N
D
SD
64
11
5
4
35
3.3%
53.7%
9.2%
29.4%
4.2%
128
33
25
4
140

330

Financial support for the gifted program exists in
a sufficient amount beyond average per pupil costs.
A
N
D
SD
SA
11
0
24
62
22
9.2%
52.1%
20.1%
18.4%
0%
96
33
22
0
124

275
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Table 10 (continued)

Statement
Number

41

42

43

44

45

Key Feature E
Program Organization and Operation

Total Rank
Value

It is generally difficult to provide program
teachers with appropriate materials and
services necessary to the activities which
comprise the program.
SD
D
A
N
SA
13
35
7
60
4
3.3%
10.9%
29.4%
5.8%
50.4%
20
140
7
120
39

326

There is no need for a separate budgetary
designation for the gifted program because
the total instructional program offered by
the school division is sufficiently funded.
SA
A
N
D
0
7
6
57
0%
5.8%
5%
47.8%
0
28
18
114

SD
49
41.1%
49

209

There is a systematic plan for evaluation used
for periodic evaluation of the program.
SA
A
N
D
SD
6
46
15
48
4
5%
38.6%
12.6%
40.3%
3.3%
30
184
45
96
4

359

Program evaluation includes measuring specific
program goals and objectives with respect to
student growth.
D
SA
SD
A
N
2
6
27
43
41
34.4%
1.6%
5%
22.6%
36.1%
30
164
81
86
2

363

There is no written plan of evaluation because
data collection and analysis would interfere with
the operating effectiveness of the program.
SA
SD
A
D
N
61
0
14
29
15
11.71
12.6%
0%
24.3%
51.2%
28
87
244
0
75

434
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Student identification and placement ranked far ahead of curriculum,
philosophy and objectives, and the teacher.

Program organization was

ranked quite high, 69.1 percent, in comparison to the three lowest ranked
key features.

Perhaps the most interesting outcome of the ranking process

was the low priority'.’
given to the -teacher of the .gifted.
Table 11 corroborated the high priority of student identification
and placement with 71.1 percent of the maximum numerical score.

Curriculum

with 65 percent, the teacher with 64 percent, and philosophy and objectives
with 63.2 percent showed no appreciable difference as to rank value or
emphasis.

Program organization and operation ranked last in rank value of

key features with 58.4 percent of the maximum numerical score.
The data

reported in Table 5 andTable 11 revealed that school

divisions placed the greatest emphasis on student identification and
placement.

The two sources of data gave curriculum a rank of second and

third in order of priority.

The high ranking given to curriculum was

considered to be a positive key feature in programs for the gifted within
the local school divisions.

Program organization and operation was ranked

second and fifth depending upon the source of data.

There appeared to be

a discrepancy in the priority given to program organization and operation.
The teacher of the gifted was given the rank of third and fifth priority
as a key feature.

The fourth place ranking of the key feature philosophy

and objectives was congruent with the ranking of the key features in the
original work
The five

of Joseph S. Renzulli.
key features of Renzulli's original study

rank value were as follows:

in orderof total

(1) the teacher, (2) curriculum, (3) student

identification and placement, (4) philosophy and objectives, and (5)
program organization and operation.

The low ranking given to teachers
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Table 11
Key Features in Programs for the Gifted
Based on Part I of the Survey Instrument

Numerical Score

Percentage of
Maximum Numerical
Score

Key Feature B
Identification and
Placement

2,540

71.11

Key Feature C
Curriculum

7,140

65.0%

Key Feature D
Teacher

2,285

64.01

Key Feature A
Philosophy and
Objectives

2,285

63.2%

Key Feature E
Program Organization
and Operation

5,217

58.4%

Key Features

88
of the gifted in the study was interpreted as a dysfunction of programs
for the gifted in Virginia.
The Fifth Research Question
What gifted program requirements developed in DESDEG are emphasized
in the school divisions?
Analysis. Data were obtained from Part II of the survey instrument.
Part II of the instrument contained the five key features of programs for
the gifted and the fifteen program requirements which served as subdivisions
for program evaluation in DESDEG.

Each program requirement was represented

by three statements on Part II of the instrument for a total of forty-five
statements.

The statements were derivations of defined program requirements

as stated in DESDEG.

The percentage of response for each of the five

possible responses for each statement was presented.
A matrix of program requirements in programs for the gifted based on
Part II of the survey instrument is reported in Table 17, Appendix D;

Data-

pertaihing to Research Question 5/was presented in Table 12.
Table 12 shows a summary ranking of program requirements for the gifted
in the opinion of respondents to the survey instrument.

The program

requirement, validity of conception and adequacy of procedures, was
concerned with identification procedures and the placement of students into
specially designed activities.

This was the highest ranked program require

ment with 74.1 percent of the total rank value.

The appropriateness of

relationship between capacity and curriculum had the second highest rank
of 68.1 percent.

Teacher selection with 67.8 percent ranked third.

Relevance of conception in regards to a differentiated curriculum had
67.4 percent followed by curriculum articulation at 67.1 percent.

Sixty-six
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Table 12
The Requirements in Programs for the Gifted
Based on Part II of the Survey Instrument

Total Rank
Value

Percentage
of Total
Rank Value

Validity of Conception and Adequacy
of Procedures

1,324

74.1%

Appropriateness of Relationship
Between Capacity and Curriculum

1,216

68.1%

Teacher Selection

1,212

67.8%

Relevance of Conception

1.204

67.4%

Articulation

1,199

67.1%

Adequacy of Instructional Facilities

1,179

66.0%

Administrative Responsibility

1,173

65.7%

Existence and Adequacy of a Document

1,159

64.9%

Provision for Evaluation

1,156

64.7%

Application of the Document

1,098

61.5%

Teacher Training

1,073

60.1%

Comprehensiveness

1,065

59.6%

Functional Adequacy of Organization

1,046

58.5%

General Staff Orientation

1,032

57.8%

810

45.3%

Program Requirements

Financial Allocation
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percent of the responses indicated that instructional facilities were
adequate.

Administrative responsibility, existence and adequacy of a

document, and provisions for evaluation had approximately 65 percent of
total rank value.

Application of the document attained a ranking of

approximately 62 percent.

Teacher training ranked eleventh with 60.1

percent of total rank value.

Curriculum comprehensiveness had a 59.6

percent response rate, followed by the functional adequacy of the organi
zation at 58.5 percent, and general staff organization at 57.8 percent.
The fifteenth program requirement, financial allocation, scored at a

*

45.3 percent rate of total rank value.
The fifth research question was formulated to determine which gifted
program requirements developed in DESDEG were emphasized in the school
divisions. Table 17, Appendix D and Table 12 provided a matrix- and summary
of gifted program requirements according to total rank value.

Specific

program statements which corresponded to the fifteen program requirements
were found in Tables 6-10.

The program requirement which dealt with the

identification of the gifted was the most emphasized of any program require
ment.

Funding of programs was the least emphasized program requirement in

the school divisions.

The remaining program requirements were emphasized

in a relatively stable descending rank order.
The program requirement, validity of conception and adequacy of
procedures, was concerned with identification procedures and the placement
of students into specially designed activities.
ranked program requirement.

This was the highest

Responses to statement 7 showed that approxi

mately 79 percent agreed or strongly agreed that a wide criterion was used
in the identification of the gifted.

Approximately 60 percent believed the

local program had provisions which allowed for all students to be evaluated
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for any validly conceived type of giftedness according to statement 8. The
data suggested that some school divisions concentrated the program for tho
gifted only at certain grade levels.
Appropriateness of relationship between capacity and curriculum,
as a program requirement, iwas ranked second.

Responses to statement 10

indicated a strong positive relationship between the identification process
and the placement of students into activities, yet respondents to statement
11 stated that 44.4 percent of the divisions placed students in activities
which corresponded to general abilities rather than specific aptitudes.
Hie concept that one type of provision satisfied the needs of all gifted
students was depicted by much of the literature as unacceptable.

Additional

efforts were needed in some school divisions to provide appropriate activii

ties for all identified types of gifted students.

Statement 12 added

credence to this observation as only 7,5 percent strongly agreed that the
depth and focus of program activities met the special needs of the identified
i

gifted.
Teacher selection ranked third as a program requirement yet the
responses to statement 25 shows that less than 44 percent of the respondents
indicated the selection of program teachers was based on consistent criteria.
Approximately 63 percent strongly agreed or agreed that knowledge of the
needs of the gifted was a prerequisite for the selection of program teachers.
Only 13.4 percent indicated that teacher selection was not appropriate.

It

was noted that 15.1 percent had no opinion regarding the selection of
appropriate and qualified individuals to work with the gifted.

There was

a discrepancy between the high ranking of the teacher as a program require
ment and the criteria used for teacher selection.
Relevance of conception, ranked fourth as a program requirement, was

concerned with the adequacy of curriculum.

Statement 13 found that 41.9

percent strongly agreed or agreed that the curriculum for the gifted may
be used quite effectively with other students.

Approximately 68 percent

of the local divisions indicated that a differentiated curriculum was
provided the gifted students according to responses to statement 15, yet
only 14.2 percent strongly agreed to the statement.

In general, school

divisions did not provide a curriculum that was truly differentiated from
the regular curriculum.

A curriculum for the gifted applied to the average

had to cause frustration and failure for the average student or else the
curriculum was not specially tailored to the gifted.

This rationale was

based on the fact that gifted students had higher potential and capacity
for learning.

The ordinary curriculum was documented in the review of

literature as a major cause for gifted students becoming apathetic and
dissatisfied with the regular school program.
The articulation of curriculum was the fifth ranked program require
ment.

Responses to statement 19 showed that 55.4 percent of the respondents

indicated explicit functional and structural relationships among the subjects
and experiences for the gifted and the general curriculum.

Approximately

71 percent indicated modifications in the usual pattern of class offerings
and class schedules for the gifted in statement 20, yet only 6.7 percent
strongly agreed to the statement.

Fifty-two percent indicated that provi

sions were made for articulation and continuity of curriculum for the gifted
between grades and schools.

The data suggested that changes were made in

the usual pattern of class offerings and class schedules for the gifted.
Additional emphasis needed to be placed on the articulation and continuity
of curriculum for the gifted between grades and schools.
Adequacy of instructional facilities was the sixth ranked program

requirement.

Additional instructional facilities and materials for the

gifted were provided in 81.4 percent of the responding school divisions.
Responses to statement 23 indicated that approximately 46 percent of the
responding school divisions provided each special provision in the
program with its own distinctive facilities and materials.

The existing

instructional facilities and materials were deemed not appropriate in a
comprehensive program for the gifted by 39.4 percent.

An additional 14.2

percent of the respondents had no opinion regarding the appropriateness of
existing instructional facilities and materials.

Fewer than half of

the responding school divisions indicated that existing facilities and
materials were appropriate although 81,4 percent of the divisions provided
additional facilities and materials.
The seventh ranked program requirement, administrative responsibility,
was represented by statements 34-36.

Sixty-two percent of the school

divisions had a program coordinator with clearly designated lines of
responsibility and commensurate authority.

There was no specific organi

zation of personnel in 23.4 percent of the responding divisions.

Approxi

mately 46 percent indicated that the personnel organization of the gifted
program consisted of a group of persons who exercised informal leadership.
A clear designation of administrative responsibility was deemed essential
for effective program operation.

Additional emphasis and awareness of

administrative responsibility appeared warranted in the local school
divisions as a whole.
Hie existence and adequacy of a document was the eighth ranked program
requirement.

Statement 1 responses found that 55.4 percent either strongly

agreed or agreed that the local division had a comprehensive written state
ment for the gifted.

Almost 58 percent of the respondents indicated strong
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agreement or agreement that the written program statement distinguished
itself from objectives of general education.

A large number of school

divisions, 44.4 percent, did not have a written program statement.
Additional emphasis needed to be placed on the writing of guidelines to
delineate the purpose of the gifted program.

Program goals and objectives

based on an appropriate needs assessment had to be established prior to
program operation to measure progress and possible dysfunctions.

The data

indicated that a bare majority of the responding school divisions had a
definite written plan or guideline for the gifted program.
The program requirement, provision of evaluation, indicated the need
for emphasis on gifted program evaluation.

Responses to statement 43

indicated that a systematic plan for evaluation was used for periodic
evaluation in only 43.6 percent of the school divisions with 5 percent
strongly agreeing to the statement.

Only 39.4 percent stated that program

evaluation included measuring specific program goals and objectives with
respect to student growth.

It was noted in the review of literature that

there were inherent problems in evaluating gifted programs.
was the lack of specific definable objectives.

One problem

Approximately 64 percent

of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that there was no written
plan of evaluation because data collection and analysis would interfere
with the operating effectiveness of the program.

It was possible that

program evaluation had not been emphasized because of the emphasis and
energy generated toward the design and implementation of such programs
without concurrent thought to program effectiveness.
Application of the document was a program requirement which revealed
that approximately 70 percent of respondents utilized a theoretical
statement, written or unwritten in program development. Forty-seven percent
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found it difficult to translate program theory into program practice.

Forty-

nine percent believed that existing program theory, philosophy, and objectives
were in need of revision.

The purpose of a program document or guideline was

to identify organizational and instructional patterns of operation.

Rigid

procedures contained within guidelines provided a rigid program for the
gifted, and a well designed program offered the optimum environment for
fulfilling the needs of the gifted.

About one-half of the responding

divisions indicated that additional emphasis was needed on the application
of the program document.
Approximately 44 percent believed that program teachers were adequately
trained in methodology and philosophical concepts relevant to the needs of
the gifted under the program requirement of teacher training.

Specific

training in gifted education had not been necessary for program teachers
according to 20.9 percent of the responses.

A large majority, 72.1 percent,

believed that there was not an adequate number of trained personnel to meet
the needs of all gifted students within the local school division.

The

number of trained personnel needed to be greatly increased in the school
divisions. Many school divisions apparently had neglected the personnel
aspect of program operation which was perhaps the most necessary element in
a differentiated education for the gifted.
Comprehensiveness, the twelfth ranked program requirement, was concerned
with relevant curricular experiences.

Relevant curricular experiences were

provided for the gifted in academic subjects, visual and performing arts,
and other areas pertinent to high potentialities according to 74.7 percent
of the responses.

Only 46.1 percent indicated that curricular experiences

for the gifted were provided at all grade levels and at all schools.
Curricular offerings for the program were not adequate and nocded further
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development according to 76.4 percent of responses.

The data indicated that

curricular offerings needed much attention and development to provide appro
priate learning experiences for the gifted.

The gifted programs, in general,

provided appropriate curricular offerings only at certain grade levels and
schools and were in need of expansion to include such offerings for every
identified gifted student in every school within the local division.

The

responses indicated that a large majority of school divisions were compre
hensive in scope of curricular offerings although such offerings appeared
to lack depth of content.
The program requirement, functional adequacy of organization, was
concerned with the administrative structure of the gifted program as a
facilitator of instructional services.

The program administrative structure

determined and supplied corrective measures to overcome delays or procedural
difficulties in 55.3 percent of the local school divisions.

A majority

of 55.4 percent indicated additional administrative and supervisory services
t

were needed with respect to the program.

Fifty-seven percent of the divi

sions did not provide any additional administrative support for teachers
involved in the program beyond the ordinary provisions.

Those individuals

with responsibilities for program operation were in need of additional
administrative and supervisory assistance.

The great majority of coordi

nators of programs for the gifted were given responsibility for the program
in addition to their other duties as professional educators.

Delays and

procedural difficulties were, perhaps, attributed to the lack of a full
time program coordinator within each local division.
General staff orientation to the gifted program was the fourteenth
ranked program requirement.

Teachers, counselors, and administrative

personnel not directly connected with the gifted program understood and

were committed to its purposes according to 39.4 percent of the responses.
If classroom teachers were randomly selected, at least twenty-five percent
would express hostile or unsympathetic attitudes toward the program in 38.6
percent of the responses.

The program for the gifted needed to be congruent

with the total educational program and philosophy of the local school
division to be successful.

The communication of gifted program goals and

objectives within the framework of the educational philosophy of the divi
sion had to stimulate interest in and concern for the gifted.

Such comnu-

nication was vital in reducing any hostilities by educational personnel
directed toward the gifted.

The review of literature indicated that some

educational personnel viewed the gifted as a favored elite who deserved
less than normal consideration in educational programs.

Increased emphasis

on general staff orientation to the gifted program appeared warranted in
the local school divisions.
Tlie fifteenth ranked program requirement was financial allocation.
Financial support for the gifted existed in a sufficient amount beyond
average per pupil costs in 20.1 percent of the school divisions.

It was

generally difficult to provide program teachers with appropriate materials
and services necessary to the activities which comprised the program in
56.2 percent of the responses.

Approximately 89 percent revealed there was

a need for a separate budgetary designation for the gifted.

There was a

great need to increase funding and particularly categorical funding for the
gifted within the budget of the local division.
The Sixth Research Question
What assistance can the Virginia State Department of Education provide
local school divisions in programs for the gifted?
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Analysis. Data were obtained from the sixth question on Part I of the
survey instrument.

Respondents were asked to answer yes or no regarding

Virginia State Department of Education assistance to the local school
division in providing programs for the gifted.

The percentage of yes and

no responses was presented,. Respondents were also asked to identify areas
of needed Virginia State Department of Education assistance if it was
indicated that state assistance was not appropriate.

The responses to

areas of needed assistance were presented as written by respondents and
then categorized by the writer into one of the eight program elements as
noted in the operational definitions and review of literature.
Table 13, pertaining to research question 6, records the responses of
119 contact persons regarding the appropriateness of Virginia State Depart
ment of Education assistance at the local level in providing programs for
the gifted.

Sixty-three respondents, 52.9 percent, found state assistance

appropriate.

Fifty-six respondents, 47.1 percent, indicated the state did

not provide appropriate assistance to the local division.

Approximately

one-half of the respondents found the state lacking in program assistance.
Table 13
Appropriateness of State Assistance
to Local School Divisions

State Assistance

Responses

Appropriate

63

(52.9%)

Inappropriate

56

(47. K)
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The written responses of 49 respondents in areas where the Virginia
State Department of Education needed to assist the local school division are
reported in Table 18, Appendix D.

The responses to areas of needed

assistance were presented as written by.the respondents.
Table 14 categorizes the written responses of the 49 respondents in
areas where the Virginia State Department of Education needed to assist the
local school division.

The written responses were categorized into one of

the eight program elements relevant to programs for the gifted as noted in
the operational definitions and review of literature.

Due to the multiple

areas of needed assistance often presented within a single response, compo
nent parts of individualized responses were categorized into one of the
eight program elements.

Accordingly, a statement number which corresponded

to a particular area of need in Table 18, Appendix D was often us,ed more than
once in Table 14.

The purpose of the numbering system in Table114 was to

authenticate the origin of the categorized areas.
The program element, administrative responsibility, had 31 entries for
needed state assistance.

The primary areas of needed state assistance were

for additional funding, a state plan or guidelines for program operation,
and state personnel with expertise to provide leadership at the local level.
In-service for personnel ranked second in needed assistance from the state
with 21 entries.

There was the need to promote state sponsored in-service.

Suggestions for in-service included activities conducted by state personnel
in the form of on-site assistance and regional in-service meetings, and more
state personnel were needed to provide appropriate in-service.
The development of program prototypes had 13 responses regarding the
need for state assistance.

The emphasis on program prototypes concerned the

need for a model program to be developed by the state with corresponding
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alternatives and ranges of activities within the program.
minimum program was expressed.

The need for a

The selection of curriculum, to include

instructional materials, was viewed as a definite need in nine responses.
Four responses concerned the evaluation and techniques of evaluating gifted
programs.

The need for assistance in the identification of the gifted was

expressed in four responses.

Three responses indicated state assistance

regarding teachers of the gifted.

One response indicated the need for

certification requirements for teachers of the gifted.

No responses were

categorized under the program element, characteristics of the gifted.
Gifted program formulation and establishment in the public schools of
Virginia was a relatively new occurrence.

The establishment of exemplary

educational programs for the gifted was an involved process.

Each school

division was a separate entity with programs based on cultural differences,
demographic factors, progranmatic approaches and a host of other variables
which made the local division unique.

Programs for the gifted within the

various school divisions obviously differed in scope, size, and refinement
due to such variables.

Program provisions for gifted students in Virginia

were thus in various stages of development and implementation and required
assistance in a variety of program areas.
Summary
Virginia school divisions did not have extensive funding of programs
for gifted students.

Over 57 percent did not earmark additional money in

the school division budget for gifted students.

Only 4.2 percent indicated

local school division expenditures of more than twenty percent of general
per pupil cost on gifted students.

School divisions reduced funding for

gifted programs prior to reducing funds for vocational programs and programs
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Table 14
Areas of Needed State Assistance
to Local School Divisions
Categorized into Program Elements

Response
Number

Program Element

Curriculum Cor the Gifted
1

curriculum

12

curriculum prototypes

17

development of curriculum

19

learning packages-real usable materials

33

additional materials

34

materials

42

curriculum

46

training in curriculum

47

guidelines for curriculum
Administrative Responsibility

3

more money

5

more guidelines

6

administrative planning

8

department personnel not available nor do they possess expertise

9

provide better dissemination of programs

11

provide more information on all aspects of gifted and talented

13

need program guidelines and suggestions

15

funds
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Table 14 (continued)

Program Element

17

adequate funding

18

provide adequate funding

20

spend more money

22

leadership in actually establishing programs

23

detailed explanation of funding available

24

leadership in field

25

increase funding

27

guidelines for expenditures of funds earmarked for gifted

27

evidence at state beyond Governor's School that gifted/talented
is important

29

provide information about successful programs

29

identification of gifted and talented programs

30

funding and leadership is low

31

specifics as to program operation on a limited allocation

33

additional funding

34

funding

35

specific program mandates

37

additional funding for programs

39

finances

40

additional assistance

42

assistance in program guidelines

43

information on funded projects

44

additional funding
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Table 14 (continued)

Response
Number

49

Program Element

publication and guidelines from state department
,In-service for Personnel

1

in-service

2

provide consultant on-site assistance

4

more intense training sessions and more frequent consultant
contact

6

staff development-consultants

10

more funding for in-service

12

in-service training

14

on-site assistance

16

provide field assistance

20

visits by personnel

20

promote state-sponsored in-service

21

regional in-service meetings

27

in-service for superintendents and directors of instruction

28

consultation relative to program organization and operation

32

funding for personnel expertise

34

workshops

35

more personnel

38

specific "how-to" workshops

41

information clearinghouse, consultation services
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Table 14 (continued)

Program Element

work sessions and good speakers
48

more in-service

49

in-service
Evaluation

36

more in-service in evaluation techniques

44

in-service on evaluation of programs

46

evaluation of programs

48

more evaluation of existing programs
Teachers of the Gifted

17

certification of special teachers

21

additional personnel

46

teaching strategies
Development of Program Prototypes

1

model program

2

provide current materials/information

7

exemplary models and alternatives

10

no adequate program model

14

give sample programs and prototypes which might be effective

18

provide wide range of possihle models

20

cite programs in the state
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Table 14 (continued)

Program Blement

26

provide practical programs

27

approved models

32

model programs within existing budget limitations

35

direction in program models

36

more in-service in program development

45

minimum program should be communicated
Identification of the Gifted

1

identification criteria and techniques

12

information on identification procedures

16

provide assistance in identification criteria for talented
students

45

minimum criteria for identification
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for low achieving students in the event of a budget deficit.

Gifted

programs ranked second behind academic program activities in priority
spending of a budget surplus.

Programs for low achieving students and

vocational programs ranked third and fourth respectively as to priority
spending of a budget surplus.

Financial support for the gifted existed in

a sufficient amount beyond average per pupil costs in 20.1 percent of the
school divisions.

Approximately 89 percent indicated there was a need for

a separate budgetary designation for the gifted.

Increased funding, and

particularly categorical funding, for the gifted was needed.
The identification of the gifted was the strongest feature of programs
for the gifted in Virginia.

The identification process was emphasized in

87.3 percent of the responding school divisions.

Approximately 79 percent

of the responses emphasized the characteristics of the gifted.

Student

identification and placement was the highest ranked key feature in the
priority ranking of the five key features in programs for the gifted
developed in DESDEG.

Approximately 79 percent of the respondents strongly

agreed or agreed that a wide criteria was used in the identification of the
gifted.

Program requirement data found that approximately 60 percent

believed the local divisional program had provisions which allowed for all
students to be evaluated for any validly conceived type of giftedness.

The

data suggested that some school divisions concentrated the program for the
gifted at certain grade levels.
Approximately 75 percent of the school divisions emphasized curriculum
for the gifted according to one source of data.

Data generated from Table

5 and Table 11 gave a high ranking to curriculum when compared to other
program components.

The data showed, however, that many students, 44.4

percent response rate, were placed In activities which corresponded to
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general abilities rather than specific aptitudes.

Approximately 68 percent

of the local divisions indicated that a differentiated curriculum was
provided the gifted students which reinforced the finding that relevant
curricular experiences were provided in 74.7 percent of the divisions.
Only 46.1 percent indicated that curricular experiences were provided at
all grade levels and at all schools.

Fifty-two percent indicated that

provisions were made for articulation and continuity of curriculum for
the gifted between grades and schools.

Curricular offerings for the pro

gram were not adequate and needed further development according to 76.4
percent of responses.

Approximately 42 percent strongly agreed or agreed

that the curriculum for the gifted was able to be used quite effectively
with other students.

The data indicated a discrepancy between the percep

tion of program emphasis on curriculum and the actual emphasis in program
operation.
The role of teacher of the gifted was not articulated and distinguished
in the local school divisions.

One source of data indicated that only 49.5

percent of the divisions placed emphasis on teachers of the gifted.

This

was the lowest percentage of emphasis for the eight gifted program elements.
Table 5 also ranked the teacher of the gifted last in the priority ranking
of the five key features of gifted programs developed in DESDEG.

Table 11

provided a summary of the five key features and the teacher was given third
priority.

Less than 44 percent of the responding school divisions indicated

the selection of program teachers was based on consistent criteria.

Approx

imately 63 percent agreed or strongly agreed that knowledge of the needs of
the gifted was a prerequisite for the selection of program teachers.
13.4 percent indicated that teacher selection was not appropriate.

Only
Respon

dents had no opinion regarding teacher selection in 15.1 percent of the
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responses.

Teacher selection ranked third out of fifteen as a program

requirement thus a discrepancy was apparent between the high ranking of
the teacher as a program requirement, the criteria used for teacher
selection, and the emphasis placed on the teacher of the gifted.
In-service for personnel was emphasized by 60.5 percent of the
respondents.

Approximately 44 percent believed that program teachers wore

trained in the methodology and philosophical concepts relevant to the needs
of the gifted.

Specific training in gifted education had not been necessary

for program teachers according to 20.9 percent of the responses.

A large

majority of respondents, 72.1 percent, believed that there was not an
adequate number of trained personnel to meet the needs of all gifted students
within the local school division.

In-service for personnel ranked second as

the area of needed assistance from the Virginia State Department of Education.
The data indicated an overwhelming majority of the school divisions did not
have a sufficient number of personnel to insure maximum program participa
tion by all identified gifted students.

The in-service needs of instruc

tional personnel needed to be reviewed as to the appropriateness of objec
tives and strategies.
Administrative responsibility was emphasized in approximately 69 percent
of the responses according to Table 4.

Program organization and operation

ranked second and fifth as a key feature depending upon the source of data.
Sixty-two percent of the school divisions had a program coordinator with
clearly designated lines of responsibility and commensurate authority.
There was no specific organization of personnel in 23.4 percent of the
divisions, while approximately 46 percent indicated that the personnel
organization of the gifted program consisted of a group of persons who
exercised informal leadership.

The program administrative structure
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determined and supplied corrective measures to overcome delays or procedural
difficulties in 55.3 percent of the local divisions.

A majority of 55.4

percent indicated additional administrative and supervisory services were
needed in the program.
General staff orientation to the program indicated that only 39.4
percent of the teachers, counselors, and administrative personnel not
directly connected with the gifted program were committed to its purposes.
Approximately 39 percent of the responses indicated that if classroom
teachers were randomly selected, at least twenty-five percent would
express hostile or unsympathetic attitudes toward the program.

Program

awareness needed to be heavily emphasized at all levels of the formal
educational organization to meet the needs of the gifted.
Additional instructional facilities and materials for the gifted
were provided in 81.4 percent of the responding school divisions.

Less

than half of the responding school divisions indicated that existing
facilities and materials were appropriate.

Approximately 46 percent of

the responding school divisions provided each special provision in the
program with its own distinctive facilities and materials.
Program prototypes were emphasized in 52.9 percent of the responses
according to one source of data.

The need for a minimum gifted program

developed by the Virginia State Department of Education with corresponding
alternatives and ranges of activities within the program was expressed.
Over 55 percent of the divisions had a comprehensive written statement for
the gifted program.

A large number of school divisions, 44.4 percent, did

not have a written program statement.

Approximately 70 percent of respond

ents utilized a theoretical statement, written or unwritten in program
development.

Forty-nine percent believed that existing program theory,

philosophy, and objectives were in need of revision.

One source of data

found that program evaluation was emphasized by 52.1 percent of the school
divisions.

A systematic plan for program evaluation was used for periodic

evaluation in 43.6 percent of the responses while only 39.6 percent stated
that program evaluation included measuring specific program goals and
objectives with respect to student growth.

Continuous and systematic

program evaluation was needed to reveal the strengths and deficiencies
of the program in each school division.

Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose of this study was to obtain information on program provi
sions for gifted students in Virginia.

Characteristics of an adaquate

program for the gifted were ascertained through use of a gifted program
evaluation model developed by Joseph S. Renzulli and Virgil S. Ward
entitled Diagnostic and Evaluative Scales For Differential Education For
The Gifted, "DESDEG." The review of literature indicated that DESDEG
provided a structural framework in the analysis of programs for gifted
students.
The descriptive survey method of research was used to conduct the
study.

The instrument utilized for this study was a questionnaire/

opinionnaire developed around the five key features of programs for the
/
gifted and the fifteen program requirements deemed as central subdivisions
for program evaluation in DESDEG, and a review of related literature.
The survey instrument was mailed to a population of 135 contact persons
responsible for completing forms used in requesting Virginia state reimburse
ment to school divisions in providing programs for gifted students.

All

school divisions in Virginia were represented by the 135 contact persons.
Each individual in the population was asked to complete the survey instru
ment questionnaire/opinionnaire in relation to the existing program for the
gifted in his or her school division.

A total of 119 contact persons, 88.1

percent, responded to the instrument.
Ill
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The six research questions of the study provided information regarding
the extent to which program provisions for the gifted in Virginia have been
met.

An analysis of the data was made according to percentages of response

to each item on the survey instrument to determine program provisions for
the gifted in Virginia.

Cruciality and importance can be inferred from

frequency of responses to the items on the instrument.
Conclusions
An interpretation of data presented in this study indicated that
program provisions for the gifted in Virginia's school divisions were in
various stages of development and implementation.

The conclusions drawn

as a result of the study were summarized as follows:
1.

Virginia school divisions did not have adequate funding of programs

for gifted students.
2.

More direct assistance from the Virginia State Department of

Education was needed at the local level in gifted program formulation and
establishment.
3.

There was some evidence that programs for the gifted were viewed

os not in need of special provisions when compared to programs for voca
tional and low achieving students.
4.

There was a discrepancy between the perception of program emphasis

on curriculum and the actual emphasis in program operation.
5.

Programs for the gifted were not offered at all grade levels within

each school division.
6.

There was a discrepancy between the high ranking of the teacher os

a program requirement, the criteria used for teacher selection, and the
emphasis placed on the teacher of the gifted.
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7.

In-service needs of instructional personnel for the gifted needed

to be reviewed for the appropriateness of objectives and strategics.
8.

Program prototypes and the organizational structure of programs

for the gifted needed additional emphasis.
9. A written plan for the gifted program together with a systematic
plan of evaluation was not available in many local school divisions.
10.

Program awareness needed to be greatly expanded.
Recommendations

As a result of the findings of this study, answers have been provided
to several questions.
can be raised.

As often is the case, however, many other questions

The survey of program provisions for the gifted in Virginia,

as developed in this study, could be used in making determinations for any
particular area of programs for the gifted.

On the basis of the findings

of this study the following recommendations are made:
1. The Virginia State Department of Education should develop guide
lines for a comprehensive program for the gifted which includes goals,
objectives, and program alternatives with minimum evaluation standards and
criteria.
2. A technical assistance delivery system should be.initiated by the
Virginia State Department of Education whereby a trained state staff would
review gifted program status in all monitoring areas in the local school
division to assist in problem solving and planning activities.
3. A model program should be developed by the Virginia State Depart
ment of Education in conjunction with a local school division to servo as
a demonstration project.
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4. Designated state funds for the gifted should be increased
significantly.
5.

Infonnation regarding existing sources of state, federal, and

private funding for the gifted and the process for the development of
additional funding sources should be disseminated to the local school
divisions.
6.

Each local school division should designate local funds for the

education of the gifted.
7. A statewide advisory council composed of Virginia State Department
of Education personnel, school administrators, teachers, parents, gifted
students, community members throughout the various regions of the state,
and both local and state politicians should be formed to promote education
for the gifted in Virginia.
8.

Teacher training programs offered in Virginia's colleges and

universities should include at least one course in education for the gifted.
9. The Virginia State Department of Education should develop certi
fication requirements for teachers of the gifted.
It is hoped that the findings and answers to the research questions
in this study will serve as a basis for the following accomplishments:
1. clarifying program provisions for the gifted in Virginia;
2. providing local school divisions with data that may be utilized
to help restructure the program for the gifted if the need is indicated; and
3. providing guidance to the Virginia State Department of Education
in assisting local school divisions to comply with the state mandated
program.
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JOSEPH S. RENZULLI
Joseph S. Renzulli was appointed full professor at tho University of
Connecticut in 1973.

He was appointed director of the University of

Connecticut's activities for teaching gifted public school students in
1969.

He was a research consultant for the White House Task Force on the

Education of the Gifted in 1967-68, a research and evaluation consultant
for the City of Boston in 1969, a member of the board of governors for the
American Association for the Gifted in 1970-73, a member of American
Educational Research Association, American Personnel and Guidance
Association, National Council for Measurement in Education, Council for
Exceptional Children, and the National Association for Gifted Children
of which he was a member of the board of directors in 1968-71,

In addition

to "Identifying Key Features in Programs for the Gifted," Renzulli wrote
an article entitled "Evaluating Programs for the Culturally Disadvantaged"
which was published in Connecticut Teacher magazine and "Two Approaches to
Identification of Gifted Students" which was published in Exceptional
Children magazine.

He also wrote A Guidebook for Evaluating Programs for

the Gifted and Talented.

Joseph S. Renzulli, Leaders in Education, ed. Jaques Cnttell Pross
CNew York: R. R. Bowker, 1974), p. 903.
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VIRGIL S. WARD
Virgil S. Ward, trained in both education and psychology, is a graduate
of Wofford College and Duke University and received his Ph.D. at the
University of North Carolina.

He has had numerous years of teaching

experience in public schools and at the college and university level.
Formerly Chairman of the Department of Education and Psychology at Wofford
College, Dr. Ward has done consulting work for a number of years in special
education, educational testing, and guidance in the South Carolina and
Virginia public schools.

He was Director of the Southern Regional Project

for Education of the Gifted, an eleven state program designed to provide
training for state department of education personnel in essential aspects
of education for bright and talented youth.
Ward is currently Professor of Education at the University of Virginia,
teaching courses in educational psychology, human development, and gifted
children.

He is a consultant on the education of the gifted in numerous

school divisions.

He has delivered numerous conference addresses and has

written several publications on the gifted.

He is an active member of the

National Education Association, the American Psychological Association, the
American Association for Gifted Children, the Council for Exceptional
Children, the Philosophy of Education Society, and the Board of Governors
of the Virginia Council for Exceptional Children.

He is past President of

the South Carolina Psychological Association and the South Carolina
Association for Mental Health,

Virgil S. Ward, Leaders In Education, ed. Jacques Cattell Press
(New York: R.R. Bowker, 1974), p. 1139.
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DESDEG PATfERN OF ORGANIZATION
KEY FEATURE A:
Program Requirement 1:

PHILOSOPHY AND OBJECTIVES

Existence and Adequacy of a Document. That

there be a comprehensive written statement in the nature of theory, philosophy, and objectives for the program of differential education for the
gifted (DEG).
Program Requirement 2:

Application of the Document. That the theo

retical statement be consistently and pervasively utilized in the develop
ment of the program of DEG.
KEY FEATURE B:

STUDENT IDENTIFICATION AND PLACEMENT

Program Requirement 3:

Validity of Conception and Adequacy of Proce

dures . That valid principles in the behavioral sciences govern principles
and practices concerning the conceptions of giftedness, identification
procedures, and the placement of students within the specially organized
curriculum; and that provisions for screening of talent of all varieties
exist, which in their entirety provide equal opportunity for every child
in the school system to be appraised for qualifications in any validly
conceived type of giftedness.
Program Requirement 4:

Appropriateness of Relationship Between

Capacity and Curriculum. That class or activity placement of the student
be made in terms of the relationship between the purposes of the anticipated
experience and the abilities identified as essential to these differential
purposes and experiences.
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KEY FEATURE C: THE CURRICULUM
Program Requirement 5: Relevance of Conception. That the curriculum
comprising the differential experience for the learner be clearly designed
in essence (regardless of form, organization, extent, etc.) to evoke and
develop recognizable superior behavioral potentialities; that the curric
ular design be related to those atypical work and personal careers which
are by their nature open predominatly to persons with one or more superior
areas of behavioral potentiality; and that the purposefully differential
studies and activities be an integral part of the total school program,
academic credit included.
Program Requirement 6:

Comprehensiveness. That the relevant curric

ular experiences reach all children identifiable as gifted by all reasonable
criteria (not just the voluntarily limited categories recognized in the
particular school system) at every grade level and in all major curricular
areas where giftedness is educationally significant-academic subjects, fine
and performing arts, personal values, character, emotional integrity, and
practical information and skills-all to be represented.
Program Requirement 7: Articulation. That explicit functional and
structural relationships among the subjects and experiences in the specially
constructed curricular (articulation and integration at the level of DEG)
exist in the form of general syllabi or reports of a written nature and the
reasoning through which the relationships are depicted are consistent with
the theory of DEG indicated in Requirement 5 (Relevance of Conception) above.
Program Requirement 8: Adequacy of Instructional Facilities. That the
special provisions comprising the program of DEG be paralleled in conception
with equally distinctive materials and facilities that are often essential
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to instruction and independent study on advanced levels of experience; the
parallel existing in terms of both supply and utilization.
KEY FEATURE D:
Program Requirement 9:

THE TEACHER

Selection. That teachers for the program of

DEG be selected for task-specific characteristics.
Program Requirement 10:

Training. That teachers selected for the

program of DEG be specifically trained for the distinguishable demands
involved in appropriate educational development of gifted individuals,
KEY FEATURE E:

PROGRAM ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION

Program Requirement 11;

General Staff Orientation. That teachers,

counselors, and administrative personnel not connected with the program of
DEG understand and be committed to its purposes.
Program Requirement 12: Administrative Responsibility and Leadership.
That the special program, in whatever form it might be organized, has
clearly designated lines of responsibility and commensurate authority among
those persons principally responsible for the maintenance and advancement
of this particular phase of instructional service.
Program Requirement 13:
the administrative structure

Functional Adequacy of the Organization. That
(Again,

whatever the particular pattern and

procedure) is efficient and facilitating the special instructional services
in such principal respects as maintaining access for teachers to supervisory
authorities, encouraging interpretation within staff

and communityto assure

continuing understanding and support of the program.
Program Requirement 14: Financial Allocation. That specific financial
support for the special program exists in some amount beyond average per
pupil costs.
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Program Requirement 15:

Provision for Evaluation. That a specific

plan and provision for periodic evaluation of the program exists and is in
operation.

APPENDIX C

EAST TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY
JOHNSON CITY, TENNESSEE

37601

8904 Minna Drive
Richmond, Virginia
23229
Dear Colleague:
You have been selected as the representative from your
school division to participate in a study which will be
the basis for a doctoral dissertation.
This study will attempt to survey program provisions for
gifted students in Virginia.
As the contact person
responsible for completing State reimbursement forms in
your school division for gifted program funding, I am
certain that we share a mutual interest in the gifted
students in Virginia. ’
Would you be kind enough to take a few minutes to respond
to the attached questionnaire/opinionnaire and return it
to me as soon as possible in the enclosed stamped, selfaddressed return envelope.
No effort will be made to associate particular responses
to local school divisions or to respondents.
Many thanks for your time and effort.
receiving your response.
Cordially,

Joseph R. White
Doctoral Candidate.

I look forward to

PROGRAM PROVISIONS FOR GIFTED STUDENTS IN VIRGINIA
SURVEY INSTRUMENT QUEST IONNMRE/OPINIONKMRE
Part 1
Directions: Please respond to the following quest ions regarding the
program for the gifted in your school division.
1,

Indicate the additional per pupil expenditure that is earmarked
in the school division budget for gifted students other than
State funds designated for tho gifted. Please check one response.
No additional
Approximately
Approximately
Approximately
More than 70*

expenditure earmarked
It'St of genoral per pupil cost
61-105 of general per pupil cost
111-201 of general per pupil cost
of genoral per pupil cost

2. If the budget of your school division had to be reduced, how would
you recommend the reductions bo made? Please indicate by ranking
the following school division activities in terms of their expand
ability from your point of view. Give a rank of one to the activity
that you feel should be cut or reduced first, a rank of two to the
next activity that could be reduced, and repeat this ranking process
until you have-ranked all activities.
Vocational program
Library
Academic programs
Extra-curricular activities
Gifted program
Pupil personnel services

___ Lunch program
Administrative support
Program for low achieving
students
Other (please specify)

If a surplus was found in the budget of your school division, how
would you recommend the money bo spent? Please indicate by ranking
tho following school division activities in terms of which have need
for more funding. The activities may or may not presently exist in
your school division. Give a rank of one to tho activity that you
consider most in need of funding, a rank of two to the noxt activity
most in need of funding, and repeat this ranking process until you
have ranked all activities.
Vocational program
Library
Academic programs
Extra-curricular activities
Gifted program
Pupil personnel services

__ Lunch program
Administrative support
Program for low achieving
students
Other (please specify)

4.

Plcnsc check
ick £*0 yi’p to each program clement for the gifted which
you consider
lor to be c'nphnsiied in your school division. Please
check (^) no to each urogram element which you consider not to be
emphasizedl"Tn your school division.
Projram Elements

yes no

Program Elements

yes no

Curriculum for the gifted
___ ___ Teachers of the gifted
__
Administrative responsibility
___ Development of program
Insorvice for personnel
__
prototypes
Characteristics of tho gifted
_ _ Identification of the
Evaluation
__ __
gifted
___ _ _
5.

Please rank the following key features in programs for the gifted from
your point Of view, (live s rank of one to the key feature that you
fool has the highest priority
in your school division, a rank of two
%o tho nest key feature in order of priority, and repent this ranking
process until you have ranked all key features.
Curriculum
Program organization and operation
Student identification and placement
Teacher
Philosophy end objectives

6.

Has tho State Department of Education provided your school division
with appropriate leadership, information, and services in implementing
the State mandated program for gifted students! Please chock one.
yes

___ no

If tho answer is no, how could tho State Department of Education assist
your school division in providing for this mandated program!

Part 2
Directions: Please circle the one best response to each of the following
statements regarding the program for the gifted in your school division.
SA--strongIy agreo; A--agree; N--no opinion; D--disagree; SD strongly
disagree. PLEASE RESPOND TO ALL STATEMENTS.
1.

There is a comprehensive written statement in the nature of theory,
philosophy, and objectives for the gifted program.
SA
A
N
D
SD

2.

There is a written program statement which distinguishes between
objectives of general education and objectives of programs for tho
gifted.
SA
A
N
D
SD
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5.

There is no written protract statement, yet those responsible for the
giftod program are verbally knowledgeable and committed to program
existence,
SA
A
N
D
SD

4.

A theoretical statement, written or unwritten, is consistently and
pervasively utilltod in program development.
SA
A
N
D
SD

5.

It is difficult to translate program theory into program practice,
SA
A
N
D
SD

6.

Existing program theory, philosophy, and objectives are in need of
revision.
SA
A
N
D
SD

7.

A wide variety of criteria is used in the identification procedure
of gifted students.
SA
A
N
D
SD

8.

The program has provisions which allow for nil students to be
evaluated for any validly conceived type of giftedness.
SA
A
N
D
SD

9.

Identification of the gifted is based solely on teacher recommen
dations and demonstrated achievement in school work.
SA
.A
N
D
SD

10.

There is a definite relationship betwoen the identification proce
dures and the ensuing placement of students in study groups or
activities.
SA
,
A
N
D
SD

11.

Class or activity placement of the gifted student corresponds to
genoral abilities rather than to specific aptitudes and interests.
SA
A
N
D
SD

12.

The depth and focus of activities in the program meet tho special
needs of identified gifted students.
SA
A
N
D
SD

13.

The curriculum for the gifted may be used quite effectively with
other students.
SA
A
N
D
SD

14.

The curriculum provides a bolahced program of learning experiences
that assist gifted students in the development of their social and
personal needs.
SA
A
N
D
SD

15.

A differentiated curriculum is provided for the gifted students.
SA
A
N
D
SD

16.

Relevant curricular experiences arc provided for the gifted in
academic subjects, visual and performing arts, and other areas
pertinent ta high potentialities,
SA
A
N
D
SD
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17.

Curricular experiences for the gifted art provided at all grade levels
and at nil schools,
SA
A
N
D
SD

IS,

Curriculum offerings for the program ore not adequate and need further
development.
SA
A
N
D
SD

19.

There arc explicit functional and structural relationships among tho
subjects and experiences for the gifted and tho general curriculum.
SA
A
N
D
SD

JO,

There are modifications in tho usual pattern of class offerings and
class schedules for tho gifted.
SA
A
N
'
D
50

21.

There are provisions made for articulation aitd continuity of curric
ulum for the gifted between grades and schools.
SA
A
N
D
SD

22.

Additional instructional facilities and materials are provided in tho
program based on student and program needs.
SA
A
N
D
SD

23.

Each special provision in the program has Its own distinctive
facllitios and materials.
SA
.A
N
D
5D

24.

Existing instructional facilities and materials arc not appropriate
in a comprehensive program for the giftod,
SA
A
N
D
SD

25.

The selection of program teachers is based on consistent criteria.
SA
A
N
D
SD

26.

Knowledge of the needs of the gifted is a prerequisite for the
selection of program teachers.
SA
A
N
D
SD

27.

The program selects appropriate and qualified individuals to work
with the gifted,
SA
A
N
D
SD

18.

Program teachers are trained in methodology and philosophical concepts
relevant to the needs of tho giftod.
SA
A
‘N
D
SD

29,

Specific training in gifted education has not been necessary for
program teachers.
SA
A
N
S
SD

30.

There is an adequate number of trained personnel to moet the needs
of all gifted students within the school division.
SA
A
N
D
SD
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31.

Teachers, counselors, nntl iulntnlstr.itivc personnel not directly
connected with the gifted program understand and ore committed to
its purposes.
SA
A
N
D
SD

31.

If classroom teachers ware randomly approached, at least twenty■five
percent would express hostlla or unsympathetic attitudes toward tho
program.
SA
A
N
D
SD

33.

Classroom teachers not in tho program know about its existence but
have very little knowledge of specific program practices.
SA
A
,
N
D
SD

34.

There is a program coordinator with clearly designated lines of
responsibility and commensurate authority for effective program
operation.
SA
A
N
O
SD

33.

No specific organization of personnel is required because all
teachers serve the gifted within tho Tegular instructional program.
SA
A
N
D
SD

36.

The personnel orgonliatlon of the gifted program consists of a group
of responsible persons who exercise informal leadership.
SA
■ A
N
D
SD

37.

The program administrative structure determines and supplies corrective
measures to overcome delays or procedural difficulties,
SA
A
N
D
SD

38.

Additional administrative and supervisory services are needed with
respect to responsibility for the program.
SA
A
N
D
SD

39.

No provisions, beyond the ordinary ones, exist for administrative
support for teachers involved in the program.
SA
A
N
D
SD

40.

Financial support for the giftod program exists in a sufficient
amount beyond average per pupil costs.
SA
A
N
D
SD

41.

It is generally difficult to provide program teachers with appropriate
materials and services necessary to the activities which comprise the
program.
SA
A
N
D
SD

42.

Thore Is no need for a separate budgetary designation for tho gifted
program because the total instructional program offered by the school
division is sufficiently funded.
SA
A
N
D
SD

43.

Thore is n systematic plan for evaluation used for periodic evaluation
of the program.
SA
A
N
D
SD

t

44.

Program evaluation includes measuring specific program goals and
objectives with rospcct to student growth.
SA
A
N
D
SD

45.

Thore is no written plan of evaluation because data collection and
analysis would interfere with tho operating effectiveness of the
rogrnm.

S
A

A

N

D

SD

APPENDIX D

Table 15
Matrix of Frequencies of School Division Activities
By Rankod Position Based on a Budget Reduction

School Division
Activities

Rank
1
Rank
Value 10

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

Total
Rank
1 Value

10

Percentage
.or Total
Rank Value

Vocational
Program

S
9
12
0
7
10
12
22
19
[SO**(54) (56) (70) (S4) (60) (85) (57) (24)

513

9.31

Library

2
2
14
10
13
16
19
10
16
(20) (90)(126) (70) (78) (SO) (76) (42) (04)

588

10.61

0
3
S
6
55
5
2
2 ' 1
15
(00) (18) (163 (07) (43) (40). (24) (45)(110) (05) 313

5.61

Academic
Programs
Extra-curTicular
Activities
Gifted Programs

4
1
0
0
53
21
11
9
3
(530)(1S9) (83) (63) (24) (05) (12) (00) (00)

911

16,51

14
15
IS
17
7
10
0
8
1
2
(20) (63) (SO) (OS) (30) (90) (68) (30) (16) (01) 5S6

10.01

Pupil Personnel
Services

20
1
16
16
19
11 ' 5
3
11
(110) (144) (123) (140) (114) (55) (20) (09) (02)

722

13.01

Lunch Program

12
14
3
6
13
18
11
11 ■ 9
(120)(117)(144) (93) (66) (40) (24) (33) (18)

660

11.91

Administrative
Support

14
4
6
23
9
11
5
12
IS
(120)(207)(144) (98) (54) (55) (20) (12) (12)

722

13.01

Program for .Low
Achieving Students

2
9
19
10
13
17
26
1 •
2
3
(85)
(76)
(78) (18) (01) 468
. (20) (18) (24) (70) (7B)

8.41

•The seven "write-ins,'* each receiving one vote, and their total rank value o t c as follows:
"Aides," (10): "Instruction," [10); "Buildings and Grounds," (10); "Transportation,1' (9);
‘"Maintenance," [9); "Athletics," (8); and "Personnel," [6).
•‘Numbers in parentheses denote the weighted value of each frequency, i.e., the frequency
multiplied by its rank value.

Tabic 16
Matrix of Frequencies of School Division Activities
By Ranked Position Based on a Budget Surplus

School Division
Activities

Vocational
Program
Library
Academic
Programs
ExtTa-curricular
Activities
Gifted Programs

Rank
1
Rank
Valuo 10

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

9

8
20
19
10
5
11
20
6
11
**(80) (180) (88)(140) (144) (50) (44) (15) (12)

Total
Rank
Value

Percentage
of Total
Rank Value

723

12.,lt

12
22
4
7
24
16
5
17
2
1
(40) (63) (136) (84) (132)(120) (64) (15) (04) (01) 659

11..01

17
IS
4
27
5
3
1
38
0
(380)(243)(136) (IQS) (24) (25) (12) (03) (00)

928

IS.,61

4
9
1
3
9
20
2
25
27
(10) (27) (16) (28) (54) (45) (SO) (75) (74)

409

6,,8S

12
35
6
3
22
15
11
5
0
1
(350)(198)(120) (77) (72) (25) (24) (09) (00) (01) 876

•
14,,71

Pupil Personnel
Services

4
22
14
18
8
21
5
7
11
(40) (63) (83) (154) (84) (105) (72) (24) (10)

640

10,.71

Lunch Program

5
0
9
15
36
3
3
35
1
3
(00) (09) (24) (21) (30) (45) (60) (10B) (70) (03) 370

6..21

IS
18
23
2
4
10
9
18
3
(20) (36) (64) (70) (54) (90) (72) (69) (36)

511

si\s\

15
19
26
14
9
4
13
3
7
(150) (171)(208) (91) (84) (45) (12) (12) (14)

787

13..21

Administrative
Support
Program for Low
Achieving Students

•The five "write-ins," each receiving one vote, atid tlielr total rank value nro as follows:
"Alternative Education Program," (111); "Buildings," (10); "Start Development,*' (10);
"Aides," (6); and "Career education." (6).
••Numbers in parentheses dL*notc the weighted value of each frequency, i.e., the frequency
multiplied by its rank value.
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Table 17
Matrix of Prop ran Requirements In Program:
For The Gifted Based on Part II of The
Survey Instrument

Program Requirements

Survey Statement and
Thoir Corresponding
Rank Value

Total
Rank
Value

Percentage of
Total Rank
Value

Existence and Adequacy
of a Document
4
Application of the
Document

1*
2
(339)*-(400)

(360)

1,159

64.91

4
(437)

5
(328)

6
(333)

1,098

61.5%

Validity of Conception
and Adequacy of
Procedures

/
(457)

8
9
(408) • (459)

Appropriateness of
10
Relationship Between
Capacity and Curriculum (444)

1,324 ‘74.1%

11
(362)

12
(410)

1,216

68.1%

13
(363)

14
(416)

15
(425)

1,204

67.4%

16
(439)

17
(358)

18
(268)

1,065

59.6%

19
(394)

20
(424)

21
(381)

1,199

67.1%

Adequacy of Instructional 22
Facilities
(452)

23
(367)

24
(360)

1,179

66.0%

25
(352)

26
(422)

27
(438)

1,212

67.8%

28
(380)

29
(423)

30
(270)

1,073

60.1%

General Staff
Orientation

31
(356)

32
(S59)

33
(317)

1,032 ' 57.8%

Administrative
Responsibility

34
(401)

35
(423)

36
(349)

1,173

65.7%

Functional Adequacy
of Organization

37
(401)

38
(315)

39
(330)

1.046

58.5%

Financial Allocation

40
(275)

41
(326)

42
(209)

810

45.3%

43
(359)

44
(363)

45
(434)

'Reluvance of
Conception
Comprehensiveness
Articulation

Teacher Selection
Teacher Training

Provision for
Evaluation

1,156 64.7%

♦The numbers 1-45 represent tho individual statements on Part II
of the survey instrument in Tables 6*10.
•♦Kunbers in parentheses denote the weighted value of each program
statement.
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Table 18
A Listing of Program Areas Needing State Assistance

Response
Number

Listing of Areas

1

In-service, model programs, curriculum, identification criteria and
techniques

2

Provide consultant on-site assistance, provide current materials/
information

3

More money

4

The state department should provide more intense training sessions
and more frequent consultant contact

5

More guidelines on all aspects of the program

6

Staff development-consultants, administrative planning

7

Provide more exemplary models and alternatives

8
9

Title IV-C office has! Reg. state department personnel notavailable
,nor do they possess expertise
*
Provide better dissimination of programs

10

The state has not developed an adequate program as a model, additional
funding for in-service programs

11

Provide more information on all aspects of gifted and talented, we
don't have to reinvent the wheel

12

Providing information on identification procedures, curriculum
prototypes, in-service training

13

We need program guidelines and more program suggestions

14

Giving sample programs which are effective, prototypes which might be
effective, on-site assistance

15

Funds

16

It should provide field assistance like is provided in subject areas,
also it should provide assistance in identification criteria for
talented students
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Table 18 (continued)

Response
Number

17

Listing of Areas

Development of curriculum, adequate funding, certification of special
teachers

18

Provide a wide range of possible models, provide adequate funding

19

Learning packages-real usable materials

20

By having personnel to come visit, cite programs in the state, promote
state-sponsored in-service, spend more money

21

Additional personnel, regional in-service meetings

22

Leadership in actually establishing programs

23

Detailed explanation of funding available-more help was needed when
program started-we have wasted 2 valuable years floundering around
with philosophy and objectives
,

24

Leadership in the field as opposed to information funneling

25

Increase funding

26

Providing practical examples of programs

27

Guidelines for expenditure of funds earmarked for gifted, approved
models, in-service for superintendents and directors of instruction,
evidence at state dept, level beyond Governor's School that gifted/
talented is important

28

Consultation relative to program organization and operation

29

Providing information about successful programs, better identification
of gifted and talented programs

30

Funding and leadership is very low

31

Specifics of how programs might operate on a limited allocation
except on a limited scale

32

Funding-personnel expertise, model programs within the existing
budget limitations
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Table 18 (continued)

Response
Number

Listing o£ Areas

33

Additional funding, materials, suggestions

etc...

34

Materials, workshops, funds

35

More personnel, direction in program models, specific program mandates

36

More in-service in program development and

37

By providing support of additional funding for programs

38

Specific "how-to" workshops

39

Finances

40

Work with us more

41

Information clearinghouse, consultation services

42

With curriculum and program guidelines

43

Meetings with work sessions and good speakers, newsletter with
information on funded projects

44

Additional funding, in-service with respect to evaluation of programs

45

Probably a minimum program should be communicated, also minimum
criteria for identification much as is the case with special education

46

In-service training in curriculum, teaching strategies, and evaluation
of gifted programs

evaluation techniques

47

Guidelines for curriculum

48

We have received a limited amount of help, in-service for personnel
and evaluation of existing programs could have been provided by the
department

49

In-service, publication from state department, conference money,
guidelines
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